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The Senate met at 9:15 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. BYRD]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chaplain of the Senate, the Reverend 
Dr. Richard C. Halverson, will lead the 
Senate in prayer. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 

C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
He hath shewed thee, O man, what is 

good; and what doth the Lord require of 
thee, but to do justly, and to love mercy, 
and to walk humbly with thy God?
Micah 6:8. 

Eternal God, righteous and just in all 
Thy ways, help Thy servants, whom 
Thou hast ordained to leadership in the 
Nation, to take seriously the word of 
the prophet Micah. Grant them the 
wisdom, the determination, and the 
courage to do justly, love mercy, and 
walk humbly before the Almighty. 

In their deliberations and decisions, 
liberate them from the pressures which 
tempt them to do less than God re
quires. Give them grace to reject the 
temptation to depart from the Divine 
standards. Encourage them in the con
viction that what is right with God is 
certain to be right with the Nation. 

In the name of Jesus and for His 
glory we pray. Amen. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 

the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 

the previous order, there will now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business not to extend beyond the hour 
of 10 a.m., with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for not to exceed 5 min
utes each. 

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. MUR
KOWSKI] is recognized to speak for 10 
minutes, under the order previously en
tered. 

BREAST AND CERVICAL CANCER 
SCREENING 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Good morning, 
Mr. President. I wish you and all of my 
colleagues a very good day. 

Let me share with you a sense-of-the
Senate resolution I introduced on May 

(Legislative day of Tuesday, June 7, 1994) 

25, supporting the ability of women to 
receive and physicians to provide ap
propriate breast cancer and cervical 
cancer screening under heal th care re
form. 

Mr. President, this resolution simply 
states that any comprehensive health 
care reform measures passed by the 
Senate shall not establish artificial 
limits on early detection and preven
tive screening for breast and cervical 
cancer. Rather, screening should be 
provided in a manner consistent with 
sound scientific research, allowing for 
a physician's discretion. 

Mr. President, every year 45,500 
women are diagnosed with cervical and 
uterine cancers, and approximately 
10,000 die from these diseases. Breast 
cancer afflicts even greater numbers of 
women. Each year 183,000 women are 
diagnosed with breast cancer and 46,000 
die from it. 

One in eight women will develop 
breast cancer in her lifetime, and it is 
now the leading cause of death in 
women between the ages of 35 and 54. 

In my State of Alaska, we have a 
high incidence of these diseases. Breast 
cancer is the No. 1 cause of death in 
Alaskan women, while cancer ranked 
as the second leading ca·use of death in 
Alaskan men and second for both sexes 
nationally. In 1986 and 1987, Alaska was 
ranked 23d among all States in breast 
cancer mortality, and when analyzed 
by race, we tied with New York for the 
second highest rate of breast cancer 
mortality in Caucasian women. 

While cervical cancer deaths have de
clined overall in the past 40 years, dur
ing the decade of 1980 to 1989, the rate 
of cervical cancer for Native Alaskan 
women was four times greater than the 
non-Native rate. 

The American College of Obstetrics 
and Gynecology, the American Cancer 
Society, and other notable physician 
and scientific organizations, rec
ommend annual Pap smears and pelvic 
examinations for women who are 18 
years of age and older. 

Further, Pap smears are inexpensive 
tests, particularly when compared with 
other cancer screening measures. When 
there are many cancers that physicians 
are not capable of detecting ex0ept 
through the most expensive tests, it 
seems appropriate that Congress would 
support, not limit, preventative screen
ing measures, like Pap smears, that 
provide the most effective means of 
early detection. 

I, and many of my coll~agues, re
cently became concerned with the Na
tional Cancer Institute's change in po-

sition regarding mammography screen
ing for women between the ages of 40 
and 49. The National Cancer Institute 
no longer recommends that baseline 
mammography occur at age 40. Instead 
they believe age 50 is adequate. Yet, 
just last month, a study conducted at 
Case Western Reserve University found 
that younger breast cancer victims 
tend to have more aggressive and dead
ly forms of cancer. Those under the age 
of 45 were determined to have more 
rapid recurrences of the disease and 
shorter survival time. While there is 
some controversy surrounding age ap
propriate screening, what is not dis
puted is that mammograms are the 
only method available to detect breast 
cancer at the earliest stages when it is 
most curable and that mammography 
has been proven to reduce mortality 
for women when breast cancer occurs. 

Mr. President, of course, these are 
not partisan issues. We may have our 
differences regarding the managing and 
financing of health care reform, but I 
think we all endorse accessible and af
fordable health care that preserves the 
patient's choice and the physician's 
discretion. For years, Members of both 
parties have supported increased fund
ing for research, education, and pre
ventative screening services for breast 
cancer and cervical cancer. My wife 
Nancy was the founding director of the 
Breast Cancer Detection Center in 
Fairbanks, AK, back in 1974, and both 
she and I continue to support this cen
ter's mission to provide free mammo
grams to low-income and underserved 
women in the interior part of Alaska. 
Our commitment to maintaining these 
services and expanding them to more 
remote areas of our State remains 
strong and is our objective. 

As Congress pursues reforms on the 
health care system, it is of the utmost 
importance that we ensure appropriate 
screening for breast and cervical can
cers and make it available to women 
when they want them or when their 
doctor determines they may need 
them. 

So the purpose of this resolution, Mr. 
President, is not to mandate one serv
ice at the expense of another, but to 
simply express the sense of the Senate 
that it is not the role of the Federal 
Government to place artificial limita
tions on these services, particularly 
when physicians and scientific organi
zations do not concur with these limi
tations. 

Again, the resolution simply states 
that any comprehensive health care re
form measure passed by the Senate not 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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establish artificial limits on early de
tection and preventive screening for 
breast and cervical cancers. Rather, 
screening should be provided in a man
ner consistent with sound scientific re
search, allowing for physician discre
tion. 

I am pleased to include Senators 
COCHRAN, LUGAR, and STEVENS among 
the original cosponsors of this resolu
tion. 

TAXES AND THE URUGUAY ROUND 
TRADE AGREEMENT 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, re
cently, the Wall Street Journal re
ported that the administration is con
sidering proposing a series of tax in
creases to pay for the lost tariff reve
nues that will result as a consequence 
of the implementation of the Uruguay 
round GATT trade agreement. 

According to the Journal, the follow
ing tax increases may soon be on the 
table: $4.8 billion from a 4-percent tax 
on radio and television stations and 
others for the use of the radio spec
trum; $1.5 billion by reauthorizing the 
Superfund hazardous waste cleanup tax 
and using part of a surplus that has ac
cumulated; $1.3 billion from changing 
the inventory accounting rules for re
tailers; $600 million from a gambling 
tax on gambling that exempts State 
lotteries; $500 million from taxing em
ployer-provided parking, and we have 
had some experience with this in this 
body; $500 million from requiring com
panies that take advantage of the pos
session tax credit-section 936---to file 
quarterly taxes; and $200 million from 
taxing more chemicals as ozone deplet
ing chemicals in that category. 

In addition to the $9.4 billion in tax 
increases that will be needed over the 
next 5 years, the administration is con
sidering cut ting agricultural export 
subsidies by $1.6 billion and farm sub
sidy payments by $1.5 billion. It should 
be noted that these spending cuts are 
effectively mandated by the terms of 
the GA TT agreement. 

So what we have, Mr. President, real
ly, is the specter of nearly $10 billion in 
tax increases that will be necessary to 
implement the GATT agreement. I 
question the wisdom of this approach. 

In a letter President Clinton sent me 
on May 3, he stated: "This agreement 
will create hundreds of thousands of 
American jobs and new economic op
portunities at home." According to a 
booklet the President included with his 
letter, the Uruguay round, when fully 
implemented, should add $100 to $200 
billion to the U.S. gross domestic prod
uct annually. In addition, the Com
merce Department's Int,ernational 
Trade Administration recently esti
mated that over the next 10 years, the 
output of goods and services in the 
United States will increase by more 
than $1 trillion as a result of the GATT 
agreement. 

Mr. President, there is little doubt in 
this Senator's mind that the GATT 
agreement will significantly benefit 
this Nation's economy because it will 
reduce barriers blocking our access to 
world markets and create a more fair 
and comprehensive set of world trade 
rules. If the administration is correct 
in its estimate that the GATT agree
ment will increase GDP annually by 
$100 billion, it is almost a certainty 
that increased Federal revenues from 
income and corporate taxes will far ex
ceed the revenue loss that will result 
from the reduction in tariffs. 

Currently, individual income and cor
porate income taxes are slightly more 
than 10 percent of GDP. This percent
age is projected to remain fairly steady 
at 10.3 percent of GDP over the next 5 
years. If, in the first few years of the 
phasein of the GATT agreement, our 
added GDP is merely $20 or $25 billion 
a year-not the $100 to $200 billion that 
the administration estimates after full 
implementation-individual and cor
porate tax revenues will easily offset 
the revenues lost by tariff cuts. 

If we are to believe the administra
tion's $100 billion annual GDP gain, 
corporate and individual income tax 
revenues would rise by more than $10 
billion a year. 

The reason the administration is 
scrambling to find ways to pay for the 
GATT agreement is because our budget 
pay-as-you-go rules require offsets 
when legislation reduces Federal reve
nues. Yet, I believe that we should not 
have to find new sources of revenue to 
pay for the GATT agreement because I 
believe it will bring in far more in in
come and corporate income taxes than 
will be lost through tariff cuts. If not, 
something is wrong and perhaps we 
better stop spending and cut spending 
in specific areas. 

I hope that when the Congressional 
Budget Office estimates the effect that 
the GATT will have on Federal reve
nues, its analysis will reflect the eco
nomic growth that will surely result 
from implementation of the agree
ment. Narrow economic analyses that 
ignore such feedback to the economy 
should not be used as a basis to require 
unwarranted tax increases. 

Clearly, I think all Americans expect 
that the increased trade resulting from 
GATT should be a sufficient stimulus 
to the economy which should more 
than make up for the cost of the lost 
revenues. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New Jersey, under the 
order entered previously, is recognized 
now to speak for up to 20 minutes. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I thank the Chair. 

RACE FOR THE CURE OF BREAST 
CANCER 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, breast 
cancer steals our wives, our mothers, 

our daughters, our coworkers, and our 
friends. For those who it does not kill, 
it changes forever. 

I speak as the spouse of a wife who 
has experienced mastectomy and chem
otherapy regimens. Once a family has 
brushed up against breast cancer, it is 
never quite the same. It is changed for
ever. 

During 1994, an estimated 182,000 new 
cases of breast cancer will be detected 
in women. In New Jersey an estimated 
6,800 cases will be detected. And this 
year 46,000 women will die because of 
breast cancer. And in my home State, 
approximately 1,700 women this year 
will die from breast cancer. 

The 5-year survival rate-which in
cludes all women living 5 years after 
diagnosis, whether the patient is in re
mission, disease free, or under treat
ment-for localized breast cancer is 93 
percent. If the cancer has spread-usu
ally meaning involvement with lymph 
node&--at the time of diagnosis, the 5-
year survival rate is only 72 percent, 
and for persons with distant metas
tase&--meaning cancer has spread to 
other parts of the body-at the time of 
diagnosis, the 5 year survival rate is a 
terrifying 18 percent. 

As a nation, we cannot afford to wait 
any longer to lead the battle against 
the primary killer of women ages 35 to 
54. For in the year 2000, over half of the 
women in the United States will be in 
this age group. The Federal Govern
ment has the power and the respon
sibility to allocate the necessary re
sources to prevent and treat breast 
cancer. We have begun to make signifi
cant strides. Federal funding for breast 
cancer research has quadrupled since 
1990. However, the $410 million we will 
spend on research pales in comparison 
with the billions of dollars of medical 
costs and personal anguish and suffer
ing breast cancer will cause our Nation 
and millions of its citizens this year. 

I am deeply committed to finding a 
cure for breast cancer. We cannot, how
ever, simply sit back and wait for the 
cure. Each and everyone of us must 
help in the fight against breast cancer. 
One way to help in this fight is to par
ticipate in the fifth annual National 
Race for the Cure this Saturday, June 
18. The purposes of the Race for Cure is 
to raise both money and public aware
ness about early detection and mam
mograms so as to increase the survival 
rate for breast cancer victims. Since 
the first race in 1990, this annual event 
has raised close to $2.5 million for 
breast cancer research, screening mam
mograms for low-income women; and 
public education programs. 

The Race for the Cure is a unique op
portunity to bring together women and 
their families and friends who have 
been affected by breast cancer. In the 
words of Ellen Barnett, founder of the 
Advocacy Committee for Breast Cancer 
survivors, 

Women who live with breast cancer every 
day of their lives know better than anyone 
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the importance of education, research and. ef
fective means of early diagnosis and treat
ment. Many breast cancer survivors live si
lently with their concerns, without the sup
port and camaraderie available from being 
with other women with similar concerns. 
The public image of thousands of women sur
vivors running together tells all women that 
they are not alone and they need not endure 
the trauma of the disease in silence. 

I will join the estimated 20,000 run
ners, walkers, and wheelchair partici
pants expected this year. I will join my 
family-my wife will participate-and 
my staff, those who choose to partici
pate. I will join the survivors of breast 
cancer wearing pink visors. I will join 
the walkers and runners with pictures 
of loved ones they have lost to breast 
cancer pinned to their chests. And I 
will join those who have the names of 
survivors written on their backs to 
participate in the Race for the Cure of 
breast cancer that takes place this Sat
urday. 

Mr. President, I encourage all of my 
colleagues in the Senate to enter the 
race. So far, nine Senators have said 
they will race for the cure. The Vice 
President will race for the cure. I urge 
all of them and their staffs to partici
pate in an effort to help to find a cure 
for breast cancer. With all of our help 
and the help of the American people, 
this race will not only be the best ever, 
but it will also put us on. the right 
track to finding a cure. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

absence of a quorum having· been sug
gested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Let me wish the 
President pro tempo re a good morning. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from South Dakota is recog
nized for not to exceed 5 minutes. 

RACE FOR THE CURE 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, this 

weekend marks the 5th year that 
Washingtonians will participate in the 
Race for the Cure. I am informed that 
sponsors are expecting as many as 
20,000 participants to commemorate 
this year's anniversary of Washington's 
first Race for the Cure to combat 
breast cancer. 

In the past, the Race for the Cure has 
helped raise critical funding for medi
cal research and for mammograms. 
Much of this money remains in the 
local area to support research institu
tions and provide mammograms for 
women who could not otherwise afford 
them. 

The Race for the Cure is also an ex
ceptional tool for raising public aware-

ness about breast cancer and of alert
ing women to the importance of early 
detection measures. 

Many of Saturday's race participants 
will actually be breast cancer survi
vors. Many more will be the spouses, 
. the siblings, or the friends of both 
breast cancer survivors and, I am sad 
to say, the many women who have not 
survived their battle with this terrible 
disease. It is for all these individuals 
that we race on Saturday, and it is for 
them that we continue our efforts to 
support research and public awareness, 
in the hope that one day all women 
who face this disease will be survivors. 

Although we have made significant 
strides in combating breast cancer, we 
are far from the finish line. Medical re
search into the causes, cure, and pre
vention of breast cancer is essential to 
this effort. I am pleased that President 
Clinton has expressed his commitment 
in this regard by including in his budg
et proposal a 4.7-percent increase for 
biomedical and behavioral research to 
be conducted by the National lnsti
tu tes of Heal th. This funding will be 
targeted in part toward women's 
health and especially toward breast 
cancer research. 

Public awareness and prevention ef
forts are also critical components of 
our battle against breast cancer. Today 
doctors strongly recommend monthly 
self-examinations to check for the 
early warning signs of breast cancer, 
but sometimes these early warning 
signs are not early enough. That is why 
it is so important for women at risk to 
have mammograms. A portion of the 
proceeds from the race this Saturday 
will be devoted to providing mammo
grams for women who would otherwise 
not be able to obtain them, and I am 
hopeful that one day we will be able to 
detect all breast cancer at an early 
stage. 

But I am even more hopeful, how
ever, that we will someday have a cure. 
Over 70 percent of all women who have 
breast cancer do not exhibit any of the 
known risk factors. This year, 182,000 
women will be diagnosed with breast 
cancer and, unfortunately, 46,000 
women will die from this terrible dis
ease. So we must find a cure. 

Sometimes the most effective move
ments are born of tragedy. The Race 
for the Cure is no exception. This race 
is a tribute to all women who have not 
survived their battle with breast can
cer. It is in their memory that we con
tinue our efforts to increase support 
for medical research and to raise public 
awareness about this important issue. 

This race is also a tribute to all those 
women who are surviving their battle 
with breast cancer. It is in their honor 
that we stand with them, walk with 
them, and run with them-it is in re
spect that we race with them-to find a 
cure for breast cancer. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 

the order previously entered, the Sen-

ator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] is rec
ognized to speak for up to 15 minutes. 

THE RACE FOR THE CURE 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I appre

ciate the comments made by many of 
my colleagues on the Race for the Cure 
here this morning. Both my wife and I 
will take part in that this weekend. I 
think it is something extremely impor
tant. 

LAND MINES 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I want 

the Senate to know about a hearing I 
held on May 13. I held it under the aus
pices of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, chaired by the distin
guished President pro tempore, and in 
the Foreign Operations Subcommittee. 
We talked about landmines. In fact, 
this hearing was the first hearing on 
the problem of landmines in the Con
gress. 

Among the witnesses was an Amer
ican from Boulder, CO, named Ken 
Rutherford. Last year, he was working 
for the International Rescue Commit
tee in Somalia. Ken was in Somalia on 
an errand of mercy. He was helping the 
Somali people rebuild their country 
after years of devastating war. And, on 
December 16, just a short while before 
Christmas, he was driving along a road, 
a road that looked safe, when the vehi
cle he was in exploded. It exploded 
from a landmine that was on that road. 
Ken's right foot was torn off. Part of 
his leg had to be amputated. In fact, 
his left foot was so badly damaged that 
it was saved only as a result of seven 
surgical operations. 

Losing a foot is a horrifying experi
ence for anybody. In his testimony, 
Ken said that in many ways he was 
lucky. He had a radio. He could call for 
help. He was airlifted to a hospital. He 
received excellent medical treatment. 
Insurance is going to cover about a 
quarter of a million dollars in the bills 
from this one incident. 

Ken would agree that the hundreds of 
thousands of people who have had a leg 
or an arm blown off by landmines are 
rarely so 1 ucky. Many of them bleed to 
death on the spot-especially, and trag
ically, more and more, they are chil
dren whose bodies are less able to sur
vive the blast, because landmines are 
being used more and more as a weapon 
of terror against civilian populations. 

Others who are injured by landmines 
are faced with trying to survive in 
places like Cambodia, Angola, and 
Nicaragua, where physical labor is a 
way of life. There is no welfare. There 
are no disability payments. Certainly, 
there is no insurance to pay the medi
cal bills. In fact, oftentimes it is a soci
ety where the disabled are treated with 
loathing. 

Landmines kill or maim over 1,200 
people every single month of the year. 
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Most of the victims are innocent civil
ians. If a Somali had stepped on the 
mine that destroyed Ken Rutherford's 
leg, he or she would almost certainly 
have died. 

Think of the number-1,200 killed or 
maimed each month. Patrick Blagden, 
a retired British general who heads the 
United Nations demining program, tes
tified that every 15 minutes he hits his 
desk and thinks, "There goes another 
one." 

Mr. President, I want to quote from 
Ken Rutherford's testimony, and let 
me tell you, when he said this, there 
was dead silence in that hearing room. 
He said: 

I looked down at my feet. I saw a white 
bone sticking out where my right foot used 
to be. My other foot was still attached. I had 
lost a toe and the top part of my foot, and 
like an x-ray, I could see the bones going to 
the remaining toes. 

I am lucky to be an American. To have the 
best medical care, therapy and prosthetics 
available. What about the Somalis who are 
hurt by landmines? Who will help them? 

When I was helping the Somalis, I made a 
point to say that the money came from the 
American people . In the future, I would also 
like to say that we-

Americans 
were instrumental in setting the standard 

in the fight against landmines. 
Ken went on to tell us of sitting 

there with his foot in his hand trying 
to reattach it, and of the shock, the 
loss of blood and the pain. He had no 
warning there was a landmine or who 
put it there. In fact, to this day, he 
does not know who put the landmine 
there. But, really, what difference does 
it make? It is the horrible result that 
matters. Landmines are strewn by the 
thousands. They speak of sowing land
mines as though it were a farmer in my 
own State of Vermont sowing a crop to 
feed people. They sow landmines by the 
thousands that kill and maim indis
criminately. 

Mr. President, there are 100 million 
active landmines in over 60 countries-
100 million landmines waiting to ex
plode from the pressure of a footstep. 
What madness is this? Last year, the 
United Nations cleared a total of 75,000 
landmines, at a cost of tens of millions 
of dollars. It also cost the lives of near
ly 100 deminers who died in clearing 
those 75,000 landmines. Tens of millions 
of dollars, 100 people dead, 75,000 
cleared, but in that same period, in the 
former Yugoslavia and Cambodia 
alone, over 2 million new mines were 
laid-over 2 million. It is like Sisyphus 
trying to stop this: We get rid of 75,000 
and just two countries alone lay down 
2 million more. 

I have rarely met anyone as coura
geous and eloquent as Ken Rutherford. 
He suffered terrible injuries. He is 
going to live with these injuries for the 
rest of his life. But rather than lament 
his fate or harbor regrets, he asked us 
to act to save o.thers from suffering the 
same fate. 

At that hearing, we also heard testi
mony from the U .N. High Commis
sioner for Refugees; the head of 
UNICEF who testified that more chil
dren, far more children than soldiers, 
are killed and maimed by mines-chil
dren who pick them up and think they 
are a toy and then have their hand 
blown off or their leg or their arm or 
their face, literally their face. 

We heard from an American veteran 
who lost his arm from an American 
landmine in Vietnam. I remember later 
watching part of the hearing on tele
vision when he said even if you survive, 
it stays with you forever, and then the 
camera moved down to the hook where 
his arm used to be. 

Statements were submitted by U.N. 
Secretary General Boutros Boutros
Ghali, by former President Jimmy 
Carter, and by Elizabeth Dole, the 
president of the American Red Cross. 
Each one of them called for an inter
national ban on antipersonnel land
mines. 

We cannot solve this problem by our
selves, Mr. President. But without U.S. 
leadership, we are going to continue to 
watch this slow-motion slaughter. 

Last year, 100 U.S. Senators-Repub
licans and Democrats, conservatives 
and liberals-voted for my amendment 
for a moratorium on exports of anti
personnel landmines from the United 
States. I want to tell my colleagues in 
this body, all of whom on this floor 
voted for that, that we set a standard, 
and eight countries followed our lead 
and stopped exports: Germany, France, 
Poland, The Netherlands, South Africa, 
Belgium, Slovakia, and Greece. Four 
more-Canada, Taiwan, Peru, and the 
Czech Republic-are expected to soon, 
following the moral leadership of the 
United States. And because of our lead
ership, negotiations have started in Ge
neva to seek international limits on 
the production and use of these weap
ons. 

This next year of negotiations is a 
crucial opportunity for the United 
States to show leadership. Over 50 
countries produce landmines, some 10 
million new mines every year. I will 
soon introduce legislation imposing a 
1-year moratorium on the production 
of antipersonnel landmines by the 
United States and to authorize funds 
for technical assistance and equipment 
for mine clearing. It is far less than a 
total ban many are calling for. Nor 
does it seek to dictate what U.S. policy 
should be. That is going to be deter
mined by our negotiators in Geneva. 
But my legislation will put the United 
States in a strong position to press 
other countries to follow our example. 
That is the only way we are ever going 
to be able to deal with a problem which 
the State Department has said may be 
the most toxic and widespread pollu
tion facing mankind. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Ken Rutherford's testimony 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

GLOBAL LAND MINE CRISIS 

(Testimony of Ken Rutherford, International 
Rescue Committee, before the Foreign Op
erations Subcommittee, May 13, 1994) 
My name is Ken Rutherford. I am em

ployed by the International Rescue Commit
tee (IRC). My hometown is Boulder, Colo
rado. I am an amputee as a result of a land 
mine accident in Somalia. 

First, I would like to thank you for your 
support for Operation Restore Hope. It did 
just that and more. It not only restored the 
hope of the Somali people, but also saved 
tens of thousands of their lives. For that 
many will be eternally grateful. No other 
country in the world's history has ever at
tempted such a humanitarian operation. 

Second, I gladly accept your invitation to 
testify before you. I hope that I can accu
rately reflect the pain and suffering of tens 
of thousands of land mine victims, both dead 
and alive, around the world. Today, I will be 
expressing to you a real life land mine night
mare. I feel privileged to have this oppor
tunity because I'm an American and alive. 
Unfortunately, all other Americans who hit 
land mines in Somalia are no longer with us. 

You know the statistics. You know the 
facts. How long does the parade of victims 
have to be? Please help make the world safer 
for all of us. I hope that my loss prevents a 
similar story. 

Last December 16th, my life was changed 
forever. We had received over 80 donkey cart 
applications at the Lugh credit union. We 
wanted to support the donkey cart oper
ations since that is the main water supply. 
By funding these operations we hoped to re
duce the price of water so that the recently 
returned refugees and poor would be able to 
afford it. The day before we had posted a no
tice in the town for all donkey cart appli
cants to come to the credit union at 8 a.m. 
the next morning, the purpose being that we 
wanted to match each application with the 
applicant and donkey cart. 

The applicants came in slowly. The staff 
recommended that we wait longer since we 
would be causing more problems for our
selves by not allowing enough time for the 
other donkey cart owners to appear. To 
make good use of this down time, we decided 
to conduct site visits to the four approved 
lime producers whose manufacturing loca
tions were several miles outside the town. 
The applicants got in the land rover back 
seat, while the union manager and Abdulahi 
Farah Ali got in the far rear seats. I sat in 
the front seat between my IRC driver and 
Duale , an me colleague. 

About 10 minutes into our excursion, the 
land rover lurched forward a little, and the 
inside filled with dust . I slowly looked at 
Duale, whose face was covered with dust, 
then down to my feet. I saw a white bone 
sticking out where my right foot used to be. 
At first, I wondered if that was my bone or 
Duale's. It was mine. 

My first instinct was to get out of the land 
rover. But, my lower legs were not working. 
I grabbed the steering wheel to pull myself 
out of the car hitting the ground with my 
back. The radio landed several feet from me. 

Fortunately, before getting in the land 
rover at the credit union, I had attached my 
radio to my belt, rather than the usual prac
tice of carrying it in my book-bag at the 
base of my feet . 

I crawled for the radio, whereupon 
Abdulahi handed it to me. I said, "Kilo 
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Romeo for Kilo Tango" (Kilo Romeo was my 
call sign, while Kilo Tango is the call sign 
for Ken Turk, IRC Lugh Team Leader) "I've 
run over a land mine. I'm bleeding. I'm "O" 
positive. Send for an airplane." 

I crawled the few feet back to the car and 
used my arms to place my legs on the seat. 
Abdulahi adjusted my legs on the seat then 
tied tourniquets around both my ankles. A 
bone was sticking out where my right foot 
used to be. The actual foot itself was hang
ing by stretched skin toward my knee. Twice 
I did a partial situp so that I could reach up 
and hit the bottom of my foot with the back 
of my hand hoping that it would flip up and 
over onto the protruding bone. It kept on 
falling back down. 

My left foot was still attached. I had lost 
the fourth toe and top part of my foot. Like 
an X-ray, I could see the bones going to the 
remaining toes. 

Abdulahi, unhurt, stayed with me the 
whole time. At the time I wasn't feeling any 
pain, just uncomfortable. I knew that I was 
in a serious accident and that my right foot 
was gone forever. 

Up to this point I never thought about 
dying, but I was thinking what a blessed life 
that I've had. Great parents. The best of 
friends. The realization of a dream that I did 
the things that I wanted to do. And that 
even what I was doing in Somalia was a 
dream. How many people have the oppor
tunity to do what they've wanted to do since 
being a kid? What could be a better feeling 
than helping and assisting people start their 
lives again after a civil war? I enjoyed hav
ing the opportunity to physically visit each 
applicant's project site, and help them. Some 
days I couldn't believe that I was getting 
paid for what I was doing. 

Soon I spit up blood, and then I thought, 
due to possible internal injuries, I could be 
dying, and that every breath I took could be 
my last. The only sad thought I had was that 
I wouldn't be able to marry Kim, my fiance 
of two months. That we wouldn't have chil
dren, whom, I believe and hope, would make 
a positive contribution to this world. I then 
resolved in myself that if I could pace my 
strength, energy and mind until I reached 
medical care, then I would live. I started 
breathing slowly, and calming myself down. 

I looked up at Abdulahi and my other IRC 
Somali staff and said that I had enjoyed 
working with them and that we did our best. 

Help arrived 15-20 minutes later. The first 
"rescuer" down the ridge was Ken Turk. I 
asked him if he could put my right foot back 
on. I meant it in a humorous way because I 
already realized that it would be nearly im
possible to have a normal foot again, and 
that it hurt too much to cry. 

He and the Somali rescuers picked me up 
in a cradle position and, then, placed me in 
the back of a pick up truck with my head on 
the lap of an Islamic Fundamentalist soldier. 
He held my head and his machine gun at the 
same time. My left hand was held by another 
soldier sitting on the side of the pick up 
truck with both of us squeezing each other's 
hands. Ken was trying to keep my right foot 
on the leg while trying to maintain his bal
ance in the bouncing truck. 

I remember thinking how great it was that 
Somali Islamic Fundamentalists were trying 
to save my life. Only several hundred miles 
away, in Mogadishu.they were trying to kill 
Americans. Here they were going over the 
same road that I had hit a land mine on to 
get me to the hospital. 

Once in the truck, the pain set in fast. The 
hospital room was full of Somali medical 
personnel and Tamera Morgan, an American 

nurse with extensive trauma experience. My 
forehead was being pressed down, and Somali 
men were holding down my arms in a cross 
position to keep me from moving to much. I 
kept struggling to deal with the pain and to 
try and raise myself up so that I could look 
at my mutilated feet. I couldn't believe that 
they were so destroyed. 

About 30 minutes later I was taken back 
out to where the pick up truck had remained 
during my time in the hospital. Several men 
transferred me from the table to the truck. 
Before the transfer I could feel the large 
numbers of people that had crowded into the 
hospital courtyard and beyond. I told myself 
not to make a face of agony, pain, fear, or 
suffering, but to present an appearance that 
everything was OK-no problems. I didn't 
want them to think that I was just another 
American or international relief worker 
leaving out of fear or warning. 

Before the accident I wanted to prove that 
Americans and Somalis could work, produc
tively and cooperatively, together to provide 
many with a new start in life, and that the 
events in Mogadishu between Americans and 
Somalis have no influence on our work. I be
lieved that it was important for me and 
other international relief workers, primarily 
Americans, to show that we were there to 
work shoulder to shoulder for long term and 
sustainable development. 

Lying in the back of the pick up, I remem
ber Somalis touching my legs and arms say
ing "sorry." I thought to myself "who is 
going to help these people? Who is going to 
continue the credit union work here? Is this 
the end? John Irons, my lone American IRC 
counterpart, can't do it all by himself. 

During the flight to Nairobi, I almost died. 
To keep me alive both Tamera and a French 
doctor gave me blood from their own bodies 
to mine by direct transfusions. I only re
member moaning and mumbling "Oh my 
god" so much from the pain that I thought 
the pilot must hate me since I was probably 
giving him headaches. 

I started begging to save my right leg, 
knowing very well that it was gone but try
ing to protect my left leg. I figured that if I 
let my right leg go easily, then it would be 
much easier for them to cut off my left. I 
was twisting and struggling from the pain. 
The hospital staff then strapped both my 
arms stretched out to each side. The last 
thing I remember before the operation was a 
nurse apologizing as he cut away my maroon 
T-shirt-the one that I wore at the Somali 
going away party in Colorado that my fam
ily and friends had given me before my de
parture five months earlier. 

I woke up with the doctor's hands holding 
down my shoulder explaining that they had 
to cut off my right leg to save my life. I 
asked him if I still had my left. When he said 
yes I started saying the first of my many 
thank yous to him and the nurses. 

Before my departure, the nurse wheeled 
Dulae in. It was the first time that we had 
seen each other, at least consciously, since 
the accident. I stretched my left arm to
wards him for I couldn't roll over to give him 
my right. He took my hand, and we held each 
others' hands. 

What I remember most about my post-op
eration was that whenever I woke up, there 
were IRC personnel by my bedside offering 
encouragement and support. 

I was flown to Geneva on an SOS evacu
ation flight. In the plane, I was laid on a 
stretcher with sheets covered by a belt. 
Every three hours I was allowed a morphine 
shot. That last hour went by so slowly. The 
pain was incredible. 

We stopped to refuel in Egypt, and I was 
looking out the plane window at some Egyp
tian soldiers. I was thinking "What am I 
doing? I'm on a plane in Egypt; I've lost my 
right leg; my left leg is in jeopardy * * * and 
yesterday I was working and fine. Our lives 
can change in a split second-anybody's. 

The arrival in Geneva was at night. Out of 
my small window I saw Kim, my father, and 
Steve Richards, the IRC Executive Vice 
President, plus airport security guards and 
ambulance personnel. Once the door opened, 
Kim rushed onto the plane. As I saw her 
coming in the hatch, I took off the oxygen 
mask, then we hugged. 

I was immediately taken in the ambulance 
to the hospital. My first memories of the 
hospital were getting X-rays of my foot, and 
then being put under. We didn't know if I 
would come out with one foot or not. This 
was the first of three operations in five 
nights in Geneva to save my left foot. 

For the next five days, I was in tremendous 
pain and agony. My father, Kim, and Steve 
Richards, would visit several times each day. 
Yet, I was so tired, and trying to cover up 
the pain that I was feeling. Moans would un
consciously come out of me. I couldn't con
trol them. · 

On December 22, 1993, I was flown to Den
ver, Colorado, then transferred by ambulance 
to the Institute for Limb Preservation at 
Presbyterian/St. Lukes Hospital. After re
viewing X-rays of my foot, and the actual 
foot itself, the doctors were not optimistic. 
There was an 80 percent chance that they 
would cut off my foot, or that if they saved 
it, it would be so nonfunctional that I would 
request that they cut it off. One doctor said 
that it was the worst foot that he had ever 
seen still attached to a human body. 

Over the next six days I had three more op
erations. The last one lasting 12 hours. The 
doctors had used my stomach muscle to re
place the lost foot tissue. They sewed the 
blood vessels together. They also moved the 
pinky toe to the place of my missing fourth 
toe. 

Thus far, I had been in four hospitals in 
four countries in one week. Within 12 days in 
three countries, I had had my right leg am
putated and seven operations on my left 
foot. 

I was transferred to my fifth hospital, 
Boulder Community Hospital Mapleton Cen
ter in mid-February. I remained there for 
three weeks. Since that time I've continued 
to visit Mapleton Center three to four times 
a week as a physical therapy outpatient. I 
am learning how to walk, move my foot, care 
for my stump, and get my body into shape. 
Initially, it took two physical therapists 15 
minutes to stretch my legs since they were 
tight from being in a bed and in a wheelchair 
for so long. Now we work on strengthening 
the foot, massaging to reduce swelling, and 
working the toes. To date I can only move 
two of the remaining four. I also work with 
a therapist to strengthen my spine and torso 
to prepare me for walking. Recently, I've 
begun physical therapy in the swimming 
pool. 

The doctors state that there is no question 
that I will require further operations. I 
broke, smashed, or lost 25 of the 26 bones in 
the foot. They would like to try to fill in the 
gaps and reset some of the bones. Addition
ally, the plastic surgeon would like possibly 
to reshape my foot, especially where the 
stomach flap is located. They say that I will 
have pain the rest of my life. To what level 
they do not know yet. 

The good news is that I may be able to 
keep my foot. That I will have it the rest of 
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my life. I will no longer be able to run or 
jump, but I will be able to walk, play golf, 
and hike eventually. 

But the point that I would like to make 
today is what about the other land mine vic
tims? I am so lucky. I am lucky to be an 
American. To have the best medical care, 
therapy, and prosthetics available. Thus far , 
medical care costs are in the neighborhood of 
$250,000. What about the Somalis who are 
hurt by land mines? Who is going to help 
them? Who is going to pay for their care and 
therapy? There are thousands around the 
world in places where having one's legs and 
arms are key to economic survival. They are 
the farmers, herders. traders, merchants, 
who need their limbs to work. These people 
do not have access to any medical facilities, 
let alone the quality of medical care that we 
have here. 

I was able to contact help by my hand held 
radio. The IRC had the organizational capa
bilities to get me evacuated to receive excel
lent medical treatment. Their support has 
been instrumental in my recovery. Most do 
not have such blessings. As you have 
learned, the medical consequences of my in
juries requires prompt and repeated surgical 
care, not so readily available for civilians in 
the developing world. 

The IRC has implemented land mine 
awareness programs in Thailand, Malawi, 
and Pakistan. Its purpose was to assist refu
gees in protecting themselves from land 
mine risks. However, it is clear, that the re
sources devoted to promote land mine aware
ness and demining programs are not suffi
cient to keep pace with the present deploy
ment rate. 

I make my living by using my head and 
not by my feet. My goals have always re
quired the use of my head. I don't need my 
feet to make a living. What about the other 
land mine victims who do? With deaths or in
juries of bread winners, their families are 
usually left destitute. Unfortunately, as you 
have heard today, land mines are not de
signed to target discriminately. In most 
cases, the victims are civilians. 

Article 3(2) pf the Land Mines Protocol 
prohibits the direct use of mines against ci
vilians. The 1977 Additional Protocol I, arti
cle 50 states a "civilian is anyone who is not 
a member of the armed forces or an orga
nized armed group of a party to the con
flict." I have never been a member of the 
military or an armed group. Yet, unfortu
nately, due to the indiscriminate nature of 
land mines, this article of the Land Mines 
Protocol is violated on a regular basis. Thus, 
I received no protection or consideration. 

The Protocol goes on to prohibit in Article 
3(3) the indiscriminate use of land mines. 
This is also violated regularly. For example, 
I arrived in the Lugh area 18 months after 
the hostilities in the area had ended. Yet 
now, as evidenced by my accident, land 
mines remain even though they have out
lasted their military functions. 

It is obvious that the provisions of the 
Land Mines Protocol are not adhered to seri
ously. Only the institution of a complete 
prohibition can be effective . Thankfully, the 
United States, led by the strength and tenac
ity of Senator Leahy and others, are tak)ng 
a leadership role in this area. I urge you to 
continue your good works. 

From the moment my vehicle hit the land 
mine, I found myself in a position that is not 
familiar to me in my role as a relief worker. 
I had become a victim. 

Like so many others who have been vic
timized, I found myself questioning, But, I 
have never been bitter or depressed about my 

condition. On the contrary, I am grateful to 
have had the opportunity to assist so many 
people to help start their lives again after 
the civil war. I chose to do what I loved: to 
assist refugees in getting on their feet again. 

When processing and disbursing the loans 
to Somalis to assist them with their lives, I 
made it a point to say that may money came 
from the people of the United States of 
America. In the future, I would also like to 
say that we were instrumental in setting the 
standard in the fight against land mines. 

Land mines are used as a destabilization 
weapon by mining areas such as agricultural 
fields and trading routes, making them eco
nomically unproductive for future genera
tions. This leads to populations being perma
nently displaced, economic devastation. and 
political turmoil, all contrary to U.S. strate
gic foreign policy objectives. 

Land mines maim and kill relief workers 
and their constituents all too frequently-in 
fact at least 1,200 people per month. The U.S. 
State Department estimates that there are 
some 100 million unexploded land mines in 
over 60 countries. Millions more are stock
piled in warehouses, waiting to be deployed. 
The State Department also emphasizes that 
land mines may be the most toxic and wide
spread pollution facing mankind. 

In closing, I would like to say that there is 
something that you can do. Many have spo
ken on the horrors of land mines to civilian 
communities. Now it is for you to continue 
to set an example to the world. 

As an American, I feel that we should pro
mote and support a complete international 
ban on the production, and export, and de
ployment of land mines. It is a tremendous 
opportunity to confirm our humanitarian 
principles and leadership in the world. 

In the interim, a permanent ban on all 
United States land mine development, ex
port, and production sets the standards for 
the behavior of nation states. It will help 
bring international attention to the land 
mine problem and stimulate activity toward 
a complete international ban. 

Thank you. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I will, 

during the coming weeks and months, 
speak again on this issue. I feel so very 
strongly about it. I felt that way the 
first time I met a victim of a landmine, 
a little boy who lost his leg in the jun
gle of Honduras, who was forever 
doomed to live on the handouts of oth
ers. 

I started, with the help of the distin
guished Presiding Officer and my col
leagues on the Appropriations Commit
tee, and others, a war victims fund to 
aid these people worldwide. It has been 
used in over a dozen countries. 

We are aiding the victims-building 
artificial arms or legs or wheelchairs, 
or teaching them to walk again or help 
those who have been blinded. But, Mr. 
President, how much more we could do 
if we stopped it from happening in the 
first place. 

This is not a new problem. There are 
parts of Europe today where people 
cannot walk because of landmines from 
the Second World War. But in Third 
World nations where it can cost hun
dreds of dollars to remove one of these 
$5 or $10 mines in a country where the 
per ca pi ta income is only a couple of 
hundred dollars a year, you see what 
we face. 

So, Mr. President, I will continue to 
speak on this, and I thank those Sen
ators who have joined me in trying to 
stop it. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER [Mr. 

KOHL]. The Chair recognizes the Sen
ator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY]. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that morning busi
ness be extended for 10 minutes, and I 
be allowed to speak therein for that pe
riod of time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CHILD PORNOGRAPHY 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, two 

branches of Government have now spo
ken: The Justice Department's view of 
child pornography is wrong. 

Last November, this body voted 100 
to 0--just think of that, 100 to zero-to 
repudiate the Reno Department of Jus
tice's interpretation of the Child Pro
tection Act. The House of Representa
tives by an overwhelming majority 
agreed this spring. Last week, a second 
branch of Government, the Judiciary, 
unanimously rejected the Govern
ment's position. 

The case of United States versus 
Knox was before the Supreme Court 
when the Clinton administration's De
partment of Justice changed its mind 
about what the Child Protection Act 
outlaws. Through their own adminis
trative action, the Solicitor General 
overturned consistent 8-year interpre
tations of previous Justice Department 
interpretations of the statute. For the 
first time, Solicitor General Days ar
gued in a turnaround that illegal child 
pornography required nude depictions 
of children who themselves intended to 
act lasciviously. Under Mr. Days' inter
pretation, Knox, twice convicted, 
would go free. 

When the Supreme Court heard the 
argument, they remanded the case to 
the Third Circuit for consideration of 
the new position presented by the Clin
ton administration. Forty Members of 
this body and 194 Members of the other 
body joined an amicus brief urging that 
Knox's conviction be affirmed notwith
standing the Justice Department's 
changed position in the litigation. 

In its decision, the Court flatly re
jected the arguments invented-I wish 
to emphasize, invented-by Solicitor 
General Days and his team. First, the 
Court ruled that nudity or discernable 
body parts are not required for mate
rials to constitute child pornography. 
The videos the Government sought to 
declare legal were described by the 
Court as "clearly * * * designed to pan
der to pedophiles." 

In light of the statutory language 
and the harms caused to children who 
are subjected to production of these 
materials, because in 1984, we sought to 
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protect the young children of America, 
the Court found that clothed genitals 
fall within the statute. And that is 
what Solicitor General Days was try
ing to have the Supreme Court say was 
not covered. The Government acknowl
edged that its proposed standard would 
protect boys more than girls. Obvi
ously, Congress, in 1984, adopted no 
such standard, and we reaffirmed this 
in that 100 to 0 vote last year. 

Second, the Court rejected the Gov
ernment's argument that child pornog
raphy requires the child to act lasciv
iously. The Court held, correctly, that 
the statute requires that the point of 
view of the pedophile to whom these 
videos are directed be the decisive one. 
Again, that is entirely within congres
sional intent, I can say, as I was in
volved in the writing of that legisla
tion in 1984. 

A spokesman for Attorney General 
Reno admitted that the Court rejected 
the Department's arguments. It was a 
total defeat for the arguments of the 
Clinton Justice Department and the 
Solicitor General, a total defeat. They 
struck out completely. The spokesman 
indicated that the Department has 
made no decision regarding a position 
to take if Knox again appeals to the 
Supreme Court. 

I have cosponsored a resolution with 
Senator ROTH and Senator HEFLIN call
ing on the Justice Department to argue 
that Knox's conviction be upheld when 
he again petitions the Supreme Court 
to review his case. 

I hope that the Department has now 
learned a lesson-that these videos fall 
within the child pornography laws, and 
that a broad reading of those laws sat
isfies the Constitution. Congress has 
acted to prohibit child pornography to 
the fullest extent allowable under. our 
Constitution. The Justice Department 
should and has a responsibility to en
force that congressional policy. 

I am astonished that there would 
still be any question in the Justice De
partment whose side to take on this 
appeal. Certainly, an administration 
that would adhere to the position that 
has been so thoroughly discredited by 
two branches of Government, I would 
have to assume was on a crusade for 
smut. 

HOUSE AND SENATE CRIME BILLS 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ex

pect that conferees will begin to meet 
soon to reconcile the House and Senate 
crime bills. In the past, the Senate has 
passed good and tough anticrime legis
lation, only to discover that what 
emerges from conference is weak and 
unworthy of the previous support we 
have given the bill. As a conferee this 
year, I do want to set straight my ob
jections to various provisions in the 
House bill that I hope will not appear 
in the conference report. 

The Racial Justice Act is at the top 
of that list. The Racial Justice Act will 

prevent the death penalty from being 
imposed without the imposition of ra
cial quotas. The American Criminal 
Justice System is based on individual 
punishment. By contrast, the Racial 
Justice Act is premised on group rights 
and statistics. It is also premised on 
false notions about the way the death 
penalty is administered by our courts. 
We all support principles of non
discrimination in applying the death 
penalty. The Racial Justice Act has 
nothing to do with those concerns. In
stead, it is a way to abolish the death 
penalty in practice. The Racial Justice 
Act would do permanent damage to the 
Criminal Justice System. If it appears 
in any form in the conference report, I 
will oppose that conference report. 

The House crime bill also added $10 
billion in so-called crime prevention 
money. What it really did was fund all 
the social programs that have been on 
some people's wish lists for a decade. 
Spending money on infrastructure will 
not prevent crime. Nor will spending 
money on public works, lighting, self
esteem, and public transportation pre
vent crime. What passed the House is 
not the tough anticrime legislation the 
American people want and deserve. 
Spending money on these failed feel
good programs will not be tough and 
will not be smart. 

There is nothing we can do to pre
vent crime more than building prisons 
to keep violent criminals off the street 
and to fund additional police. 

If the crime conference report spends 
billions of dollars on pork barrel 
projects that have nothing to do with 
crime, I will not support the conference 
report. We have tried these kinds of 
programs before, going back to the 
Great Society days. These programs 
say it is society's fault that there is 
crime, not putting blame on the shoul
ders of the individual in America and 
making individuals responsible for 
their own actions. 

We have been following the root 
cause theory since the 1960's, and we 
have had disastrous results from that 
philosophy. Crime rates rose as we 
stopped building prisons. They have 
stabilized as we have built more pris
ons. Unless the thugs are first removed 
from the crime-infested areas, social 
spending of the type contained in the 
House bill will be wasted. 

We must do more to support law en
forcement, and we must stop spending 
enormous sums on all sorts of projects 
that have nothing to do with control
ling crime. The American people will 
be watching the actions of the con
ference committee, and they will be ex
pecting a tough product from that con
ference. 

I yield the floor. 
I yield the remainder of my time. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MFN FOR RED CHINA: A TRAGIC 
MISTAKE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, President 
Clinton's decision to renew most-fa
vored-nation trading status for Com
munist China is another tragic chapter 
in the President's foreign policy fail
ures. Despite Red China's having delib
erately flaunted the conditions laid out 
by Mr. Clinton himself for MFN re
newal-through the May 1993 Executive 
order-the President is discarding what 
he once proclaimed to be steadfast 
principles. And he is doing it in a 
shameful kowtow to China's Com
munist emperors. 

This latest foreign policy disaster 
should be no surprise. From the start, 
Mr. Clinton's China policy has been 
fraught with contradiction. As a can
didate, Mr. Clinton viciously attacked 
George Bush for "coddling the dic
tators in Beijing" and publicly en
dorsed human rights conditionality for 
MFN. However, once in office, Presi
dent Clinton preferred Mr. Bush's soft 
approach-and tried to adopt it in a 
very flawed way. Bill Clinton's attempt 
to reconcile his opposing positions has 
resulted in the worst possible outcome, 
today's ineffective policy of appease
ment masquerading behind a human 
rights facade. 

The basis of my criticism of Mr. Clin
ton is not partisan politics. I consist
ently and publicly expressed my dis
dain for President Bush's being soft on 
China. I voted to override the Bush 
veto of legislation I cosponsored-and 
Congress passed-conditioning China's 
MFN. 

I therefore welcomed President Clin
ton's 1992 get-tough campaign rhetoric. 
It was a policy change long overdue. 
While I had hoped that nonprolifera
tion and fair trade conditions also 
would be mandatory requirements for 
China's MFN renewal, I nonetheless 
supported President Clinton's Execu
tive order which linked human rights 
progress to MFN as an encouraging 
first step in the right direction. 

But, Mr. President, it is now clear 
that the Executive order turned out to 
be nothing but a bluff-and an ama
teurish one at that. By elevating 
human rights through this defective 
plan to the primary MFN renewal con
dition, all other concerns, including 
the equally important nonproiiferation 
and unfair trade problems, have been 
cast aside receiving no attention at all. 
Assessing correctly from the beginning 
that despite all its human rights blus
ter the Clinton administration would 
not revoke MFN, China has balked at 
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improving human rights and has been 
let off the hook on every other issue 
thanks to the administration itself. 

Mr. President, instead of recognizing 
this policy to be a failure, and chang
ing course, the Clinton administration 
has turned to appeasement in a des
perate attempt to get something-any
thing-from China. Knowing the ad
ministration needs some human rights 
gesture to justify MFN renewal, the 
Chinese have been able to extort-and 
get-whatever they want. The adminis
tration has succumbed almost daily to 
this blackmail. Oh, how the Chinese 
Communists must enjoy seeing the 
United States beg and grovel. How they 
must enjoy yanking the U.S. chain. It 
is humiliating. 

Recognizing that the United States 
accounts for 40 percent of China's ex
ports-96 percent of which are covered 
by preferential MFN tariffs-and that 
the United States provides Beijing with 
its only significant hard currency, 
MFN is a reward that the United 
States bestows upon China, not the 
other way around. How the Chinese 
must be relishing the irony of it all. 

Mr. President, among some of the 
more blatant examples of appeasement, 
the administration has: 

Weakened nonproliferation sanctions 
despite China's continued nuclear test
ing and lack of positive action on other 
nonproliferation concerns; 

Failed to impose any penal ties for 
China's gross violation of textile 
quotas; 

Failed to even cite-let alone penal
ize-China for the piracy of intellec
tual property rights; 

Failed to prosecute Chinese caught 
engaging in industrial espionage in the 
United States; 

Upgraded military relations and of
fered Chinese military experts unprece
dented access to America's most sen
sitive defense laboratories despite Chi
na's continued, aggressive military 
modernization and continued sale of 
weapons to brutal regimes like those in 
Burma and Iran; 

Approved the transfer of new super 
computers and sensitive satellite 
launch technology that could be used 
to improve Red China's offensive, stra
tegic nuclear missiles arsenal despite 
China's refusal to join the current nu
clear testing moratorium · or adhere to 
missile technology controls; 

Sanctioned Taiwan-but not main
land China-for inadequate endangered 
species convention enforcement; 

Insulted the democratically elected 
President of America's long-time 
friend and ally on Taiwan at the behest 
of the Communist Chinese ambassador 
in Washington; 

And insulted the U.S. Congress-the 
elected representatives of the Amer
ican people-in an effort to placate 
Beijing's dictators. 

What has all of this gotten the Unit
ed States? Nothing. Even on human 

rights, the one issue on which the Clin
ton administration staked its entire 
policy, the result is failure. 

The State Department's own 1993 
human rights report chronicles abuse 
after abuse by Beijing. China's human 
rights record has deteriorated further 
with the arrest and disappearance of 
many formerly free dissidents. Accord
ing to Human Rights Watch, while 
China has freed 25 political prisoners 
over the past year- something the 
State Department highlights, the Com
munists have turned around and ar
rested over 100 more. Where I come 
from, that is known as regression, not 
progress. 

In Tibet, Chinese colonization and 
the methodical destruction of Tibet's 
distinct heritage continue at full speed. 
Even after the Dalai Lama met the 
Chinese precondition for talks, namely 
that the Tibetans would not raise the 
issue of independence, the Communists 
still refuse to negotiate. 

Yet, despite the obvious lack of sig
nificant, overall progress as called for 
in the President's own executive order, 
China's MFN is being renewed. 

Mr. President, the manner in which 
the administration has pandered to the 
Communist Chinese is embarrassing 
and degrading to the United States. We 
are not eunuchs required to kowtow to 
every demand of the Chinese emperor. 

The ramifications of this debacle go 
way beyond the Great Wall. Why 
should North Korea take seriously our 
threats of sanctions should they con
tinue to refuse inspections of their nu
clear facilities? It's no wonder two-bit 
generals in Haiti laugh at us. American 
credibility is being lost and I fear that 
the cost President Clinton will incur to 
regain respect is the unnecessary loss 
of American lives in some ill-defined 
military (mis)-adventure somewhere. 

It is time for President Clinton to 
learn from mistakes and craft a more 
effective policy that recognizes China 
as the tough, Communist competitor 
that it is. Instead of allowing the Chi
nese ambassador in Washington to dic
tate our China policy, Foggy Bottom 
ought to stand up and fight for Amer
ican interests. No relationship is too 
sensitive or fragile to be a fair rela
tionship. 

Truly successful Sino-American rela
tions must be based on respect. Mr. 
President, how can the United States 
effectively pressure the Chinese to ad
dress satisfactorily unfair trade, non
proliferation and human rights con
cerns if we succumb repeatedly to Chi
nese blackmail and make hollow 
threats, like MFN revocation, for 
which we have no intention of carrying 
out? China will only start treating 
American interests with respect when 
this administration begins fo act in 
ways that command respect. Renewing 
MFN under today's hypocritical stand
ards is a poor way to start command
ing respect. 

TRIBUTE TO MR. LEE FLEETWOOD 
POWELL 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to pay tribute to an out
standing Kentuckian, Mr. Lee 
Fleetwood Powell, who passed away 
April 6, 1994. Mr. Powell, a longtime 
resident of Paducah, KY, will long be 
remembered for his dedication to his 
community. 

Mr. Powell's outstanding leadership 
qualities first became recognizable 
when he attended Abilene Christian 
University, where he played on the bas
ketball team and served as captain of 
the 1932 football team. Throughout his 
life Mr. Powell continued to strongly 
support the university while pursuing a 
distinguished career with his family's 
business, Old Hickory Clay Co. of Padu
cah. 

In 1963, Mr. Powell was named to the 
Abilene Christian College National De
velopment Council and was honored as 
Outstanding Alumnus of the Year. He 
also served as president of the ACU 
Alumni Association, chairman of the 
ACU Advisory Board, and he received 
an honorary doctor of letters from the 
university in 1984. Two years later he 
was inducted into the Abilene Chris
tian Athletic Hall of Fame. In 1993, fol
lowing a gift from Mr. Powell to con
struct the 5,000 square-foot facility, the 
Lee Powell Fitness Center was dedi
cated. 

Mr. Powell was also actively involved 
in athletics within the community. He 
served as a football and basketball 
coach in Texas and in Fulton, KY. Mr. 
Powell left coaching in 1935 when his 
father-in-law, Ralph Scott, asked him 
to take over Old Hickory Clay Co. 
After serving as president for a number 
of years, Mr. Powell sold the business 
to his children and grandchildren in 
1988. 

Mr. Powell gained respect in Paducah 
by offering his time and service to the 
community. He was appointed to the 
Paducah City School Board in 1939 and 
served on the board for 19 years, in
cluding 15 years as chairman. Mr. Pow
ell was also active in the Paducah 
Chamber of Commerce, the Rotary 
Club, the Kentucky Council on Eco
nomic Education, and Lions Club, 
where he served as president. He was 
also a member of the Paducah Broad
way Church of Christ, where he was an 
elder over 40 years and the church 
treasurer for 25 years. 

Lee Fleetwood Powell was a man who 
strived to serve his community. He 
continuously offered his time and his 
resources, and his efforts have left a 
strong impression on the Paducah com
munity. He was an outstanding leader, 
inspiration, and driving force in the 
Paducah economy and the community, 
and I commend him for his dedication 
and service. 
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THE DEATH OF MARY ELLEN 

MONRO NEY 
Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, in early 

May, the State of Oklahoma lost one of 
its finest citizens, and the U.S. Senate 
family lost one of its most beloved 
members with the death of Mary Ellen 
Monroney. For many of us from Okla
homa and indeed, for many Senators 
and their spouses, having Mary Ellen 
Monroney as a friend was like having a 
second mother in Washington. 

She was the widow of the late Okla
homa Senator A.S. [Mike] Monroney 
who was for three decades an outstand
ing member of the Congress and the ar
chitect of the post World War II reform 
of this institution. 

Mary Ellen Monroney was a remark
able person in her own right. She was a 
confidant and adviser to First Ladies, 
Presidents, foreign leaders, and dip
lomats. She set high standards for her
self and never compromised them. She 
was full of courage, spirit, and deter
mination. The trials of life never de
feated her. Complete honesty was her 
trademark and to say that she was can
did was an understatement. It is no 
wonder that young people especially 
were drawn to her and were inspired by 
her example, her standards, and her 
spunk. She was herself forever young, 
forever open to new ideas, forever curi
ous and learning more each day. 

I was deeply honored to be asked by 
her son, Mike Monroney, Jr., and her 
family to share a few words about her 
at a memorial service at the National 
Cathedral on May 10, 1994. Mr. Presi
dent, I know that I speak for all Mem
bers of the Senate when I extend our 
sincere sympathy to the Monroney 
family and our gratitude for the friend
ship and life of Mary Ellen Monroney. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of my remarks at the memorial 
service be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the re
marks were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
REMARKS OF SENATOR DAVID L. BOREN AT THE 

MEMORIAL SERVICE FOR MARY ELLEN 
MONRONEY, BETHLEHEM CHAPEL, WASHING
TON NATIONAL CATHEDRAL, MAY 10, 1994 
We come together today to pay tribute to 

a truly remarkable person, Mary Ellen 
Monroney. We come to console each other es
pecially Mike Jr., Michael, Erin, Alice, and 
Susanna, her son and grandchildren, all of 
whom she loved very much. 

We will all miss her. To many of us, as 
DeVier Pierson told an audience in Okla
homa over the weekend, she was our second 
mother; our mother in Washington. We'll 
miss her terribly-her wit, her curiosity-her 
commentary on the world around us. 

But, we also come today to celebrate. We 
know today that heaven is not a boring place 
with Mary Ellen there. We chuckle as we 
think that Our Heavenly Father had better 
not ask Mary Ellen's opinion on any subject 
if He isn't prepared to hear it straight out. 

Recalling the special feature in the Read
ers' Digest, there are many who would say 
that "Mary Ellen was my most unforgettable 
character." 

One of her closet friends, Mary Eddy Jones 
of Oklahoma City, said to me recently that 
Mary Ellen was teaching all of us how to die 
and she did by facing her last illness with 
courage, dignity, and incredible grace. 

Above all, she taught us how to live. So 
many of us seem to keep waiting to live. We 
put it off. We plan to really live some time 

· in the future. Mary Ellen always lived in the 
present. She found zest in every moment. 
She prepared for the future and she espe
cially cared about young people, but she en
joyed the preparation itself. 

Mary Ellen was adventuresome. I wasn't 
surprised to hear Michael tell the story of 
his grandmother's urging him to walk up the 
gangplank of a foreign ship to look around. 

She was descended from pioneers who made 
the 1889 land run in Oklahoma. Mary Ellen 
had tremendous energy and a childlike curi
osity about everything around her. 

Who else would have taken an African sa
fari at the age of 86? 

Who else would have gotten a speeding 
ticket at age 85 for driving herself 90 miles 
per hour passing over the Italian Alps to 
visit her friend Lady Bird Johnson who is 
here with us this morning? 

She lived an exciting life filled with the 
events of times. If she and her mother had 
not overstayed their time in Europe by shop
ping too long, she would have been a pas
senger on the fatal Titanic voyage on which 
she had a ticket. With Mary Ellen looking 
over his shoulder and giving him orders, the 
captain might never have hit the iceberg. 
She danced with Fred Astaire who com
plimented her as a dance partner. She was a 
frequent guest at the polo outings of Will 
Rogers. She was even offered a movie con
tract by Samuel Goldwyn. Hollywood would 
never have been the same had she accepted. 

Mary Ellen had many wonderful qualities. 
She was determined. Having heard the 
former governor of New Hampshire, John 
Winant suggest to husband Mike that he 
should run for Congress, Mary Ellen didn't 
stop until he ran in spite of the fact that he 
had no intention of doing so. When he 
balked, she leaked his candidacy to the 
newspaper and got so many of his friends to 
ask him to become a candidate that he fi
nally did so. 

Her honesty was legendary. Senator 
Monroney once advised her merely to say 
"Indeed! Indeed!" when confronted with a 
controversial statement so that no one could 
quote her comment on either side of the 
issue. As we all know, Mary Ellen never said 
"Indeed! Indeed!" in her entire life. 

Her openness was constantly refreshing. 
Once when she was in a dispute with a fa
mous Washington hostess, Mary Ellen was in 
a group of women who were discussing the 
person in question in an unfavorable light. 
Finally one spoke up attempting to be some
what kind and said "Well, the poor dear is 
her own worst enemy." To which Mary Ellen 
replied, "Not when I'm around she isn't." 

She had high standards and was a perfec
tionist, whether she was giving a dinner 
party or learning all she could about an 
issue. 

She was a loyal and caring friend driving 
friends to the hospital, visiting those who 
needed her and helping her former employees 
long after they had retired. 

She could be very sensitive beneath her 
outward manner. Susanna talked about how 
her grandmother often squeezed her hand 
under the table at dinner parties and she felt 
her love and strength. We have all felt it in 
crucial moments. 

She was a mentor to countless Senate 
wives and an advisor and confidant to many 

including First Ladies Bess Truman, Barbara 
Bush, and Lady Bird Johnson. 

She took time for young people and always 
spoke to my college interns from Oklahoma 
each summer. Venturing into a controversial 
area, she would pause and say, " Well, I 
shouldn't tell you about that." The students 
would beg. "Oh please Mrs. Monroney, tell 
us! " She always relented. 

And so today we celebrate the life of a 
truly unforgettable character-an unforget
table friend , mother and grandmother. 

A person known as Mary Ellen, George 
Miksch Sutton, a professor at the University 
of Oklahoma, was a great ornithologist, 
scholar, painter, and poet. Near the end of 
his life, he wrote some words which I want to 
share with you: 
A very little time shall pass--
A white-crowned sparrow's song or two, a 

rustle in the grass--
Ere I shall die: ere that which now is grief 

and sense of loss 
And emptiness unbearable shall vanish 
As curved reflections vanish with the shat-

tering of a glass. 
By the wind shall be scattered 
Up and down the land, 
By strong waves strewn along the farthest 

shore; 
No part of the dear world shall I not reach 

and, reaching, understanding, 
No thing that I have loved shall I not love 

and more. 
No bird of passage shall fly north or sou th 
Breasting the stiff wind or pushing through 

the fog, 
But I shall be there, feeling the deep urge 
That drives it otherwhere at summer's end

ing, 
And otherwhere once more with spring's re

turn; 
No creature the world over shall experience 

love-
Drying its wings impatiently while clinging 

to the old cocoon, 
Leaping the swollen waterfall, yapping to 

the desert moon, 
Looping the loop above some quaking bog, 
Pounding out drum music from some rotting 

log, 
But I shall be there in each sound and 

move-
Now with the victor, now with the van

quished. 
A thousand thousand times I shall suffer 

pain, 
And that will be a mere beginning. 
A thousand thousand times I shall die, 
Yet never finally , never irrevocably, 
Always with enough left of life to start 

again : to be born, 
To grow, give battle, win, lose, laugh, cry, 

sing and mourn, to love, 
Never quite losing the feeling of surprise 
That it is good to live and die; 
Learning to forget the word 'finally.' 
Learning to unlearn the word 'ultimately,' 
Learning, the long stretch of eternity having 

just begun. 

In recalling George Sutton's words, we cel
ebrate the fact that Mary Ellen will always 
be with us. 

When we face a challenge, she'll be there 
saying, "Meet it! Don' t give up!" 

When we are tempted to compromise she 
will be there saying, "Keep those high stand
ards!" 

When we are truly happy, we will remem
ber her zest for life. 

Mary Ellen, we will love you-always. 
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AMERICA'S ROLE IN THE WORLD 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I wish to 

take a few moments to say a few words 
about the American role in the world. 
With the end of the cold war, many be
lieved that the United States could 
stand down from its leadership in the 
world and that the burdens of our glob
al responsibilities would diminish. 

In my view, the cold war officially 
ended on Christmas Day in 1991, when 
the red flag of the Soviet Union was 
lowered for the last time over the 
Kremlin. Yet during the next 21/z years, 
the demands for United States leader
ship have not abated. In some respects, 
they have increased. 

To be sure, the challenge is different. 
We are not faced by a global threat 
from an ideological rival. Instead, we 
face the challenge of increasing global 
disorder and political instability. The 
threat is not one of conquest and in
timidation by a rival power. Instead, it 
is one of increasing regional and civil 
conflicts that will demand responses 
from the international community. 

The world will become engaged in 
these conflicts not purely out of altru
ism. It will also do so because they will 
affect the interests of the international 
community. Conflicts can produce 
thousands if not millions of refugees, 
unleash militants willing to use terror
ism to achieve their goals, create mili
tary threats to vital resources such as 
oil, breed drug trafficking in war-torn 
areas, and even lead to environmental 
terrorism as the world saw during the 
Persian Gulf war. 

Because the international commu
nity will not be able to remain indiffer
ent in the face of such threats, the 
question then becomes how the world 
will mount a response. I firmly believe 
that the world will not be able to mobi
lize an effective response without 
strong U.S. leadership. 

As the world's only military, eco
nomic, and political superpower, the 
United States must lead. During the 
cold war, we wrote the book on leading 
as a superpower. Without such leader
ship, the international community will 
flounder in responding to the new chal
lenges we face. 

Some argue the United States should 
turn over the reins of leadership to the 
United Nations. We could make no 
greater mistake than to heed that ad
vice. In fact, the two most egregious 
failures of policy over the last 2 years 
are largely attributable to the United 
Nations. 

Mr. President, let us look at the ex
ample of the U.N. operation in Soma
lia. We went into Somalia on a human
itarian mission. Our forces were config
ured and equipped to perform that 
task. Yet, through the United Nations, 
our responsibilities expanded. 

Within 6 months, the United Nations 
was declaring that our troops were also 
in Somalia to engage in nation build
ing-that is, to fix Somalia's internal 

problems so that we would leave behind 
a stable and democratic government. 
But military forces are not suited to 
such a mission. Moreover, when the 
United Nations transformed our goal, 
it did not simultaneously transform 
the size and configuration of our 
forces. 

Our mission and our forces were to
tally mismatched. In large measure, 
the subsequent disaster in Mogadishu 
was the result of ceding leadership over 
the Somalia mission to the United Na
tions. 

An even more tragic example of mud
dled U.N. leadership is the situation in 
Bosnia. In 1991, when the dissolution of 
the former Yugoslavia began, the Unit
ed States delegated its leadership role 
to its European allies and to the Unit
ed Nations. We have all seen on tele
vision the tragic result of unchecked 
Serbian aggression and ethnic cleans
ing. 

What went wrong? The United Na
tions opted for a course of action based 
on diplomacy unsupported by the judi
cious use of power. It imposed an arms 
embargo on all of the countries emerg
ing from the former Yugoslavia and 
launched an unending series of negotia
tions among the combatants. However, 
because Serbia inherited the armed 
forces and munitions industry of the 
former Yugoslavia, the effect of the 
arms embargo was to keep the victims 
of aggression weak and to facilitate 
Serbia's aggression. 

In addition, the United Nations un
willingness to recognize that negotia
tions alone would not stop Serbia was 
ruthlessly exploited by Serbian lead
ers, who feigned a desire to reach a set
tlement only to undermine any move
ment within the United Nations to 
take stronger action and to create a 
smokescreen for continuing aggression 
and ethnic cleansing. 

The real tragedy was that this out
come could have been avoided through 
sensible policy. If the United States 
had exercised wise leadership, it could 
have lifted the arms embargo against 
Croatia and Bosnia-the victims of ag
gression- in order to create a balance 
of power on the ground. That, in turn, 
would have given the Serbs a genuine 
incentive to negotiate and reach a just 
peace settlement. 

It is not too late to adopt such a 
course. But U.S. policy is hamstrung 
by its delegation of power to the Unit
ed Nations, and the United Nations 
cannot lead because of conflicting 
views among its members and its con
tinuing myopia about how to resolve 
the conflict. 

Mr. President, the United Nations 
has not led effectively and cannot lead 
effectively in the future. Turbulent 
times in a changing world cannot be 
managed through leadership by com
mittee. It is time for the United States 
to abandon its apparent belief that the 
United Nations can be the substitute 
for American leadership. 

The issue of leadership would not 
matter if the stakes were small. But 
great opportunities will be forfeited 
unless the United States leads. In the 
former Soviet Union, 15 new countries 
are struggling to consolidate their 
independence and, in many cases, to 
develop working democratic institu
tions amid the economic ruins left in 
the aftermath of communism. 

After the Soviet Union was dissolved 
in December 1991 and Yeltsin launched 
his reforms in January 1992, the United 
States and the West were shockingly 
complacent. It took more than 6 
months before an assistance package 
was put together. What's worse, very 
little of the assistance was ever deliv
ered. As a result, the opportunity to 
jump start free market economics and 
democracy in Russia might have been 
lost. 

The failure of leadership was even 
worse with respect to the non-Russian 
states of the former Soviet Union. To 
this day, the West has not adopted an 
activist approach to help these new 
countries transform their economic 
and political systems and to provide 
for their own security. 

To be sure, one of the problems is 
that there is no model for transforming 
a command economy into a free mar
ket economy. There is no road map for 
the policies that need to be adopted. 
However, without U.S. leadership, no 
creative effort to develop such a model 
will likely take place. The Europeans, 
whose economies are saddled with even 
more bureaucracy than ours, cannot 
preach what they do not practice. The 
Japanese are not trusted by the Rus
sians. Only the United States can lead 
the way in this vital task. 

It is vitally important that we do so 
because of the consequences should re
forms fail. Russia could become a reac
tionary, expansionist power, as the re
cent parliamentary elections have sug
gested it might. Economic crisis in the 
non-Russian states could result in 
weak, vulnerable states along Russia's 
periphery. I cannot imagine any for
mula more certain to produce dan
gerous political and military instabil
ity in Eurasia, particularly after the 
feckless response to Serbian aggression 
in the former Yugoslavia. 

Great opportunities and potential 
dangers also exist in Asia, where free
market economics have created the 
fastest growing economies in the world 
but where the lack of a security struc
ture creates the threat of arms races 
and political rivalry. Every year, the 
amount of new GDP created by the 
growing economies of the Pacific basin 
is larger than the entire economy of 
Germany. Moreover, the successful de
veloping countries of Asia can serve as 
models for market-driven development 
in other parts of the third world. 

As these economies have grown, how
ever, so have military budgets. East 
Asia exceeds any other region in the 
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world in terms of increasing defense 
spending. Countries that used to be 
minor players or weak regional powers 
will have the resources to play wider 
roles and to assert wider interests. As 
they do so, the potential for clashing 
interests will increase. 

China is an example of the opportuni
ties and dangers we face. The economic 
reforms adopted by China since 1978 
have unleashed tremendous growth. 
Over time, the erosion of state control 
over the economy and erosion of the 
dependence of individuals and families 
on the state for basic necessities will 
open the door to peaceful political 
change in China. 

Incidentally, that's one reason we 
should not revoke China's most-fa
vored-nation trade status. To do so 
would undercut the very economic de
velopment that holds the greatest 
promise for the peaceful trans
formation of China's political system. 

This economic growth has not only 
internal but also external political 
consequences. Regardless of our views 
of China's human rights record, we 
cannot afford to create irreconcilably 
hostile relations with a country whose 
foreign policies will be critical to long
term stability in Asia. 

Today, China is a nuclear power, a 
major arms exporter, and a regional 
power. If China's growth continues, it 
will become the world's second largest 
economy in the next century and could 
well become the dominant military 
power in East Asia. Although we 
should speak out on China's human 
rights abuses, we must not hinge the 
entire Sino-American relationship on 
this issue. Too much is at stake in the 
long term to forfeit opportunities for 
cooperation and constructive engage
ment with China. 

As the potential developments in 
East Asia show, those who say the end 
of the cold war means the United 
States can afford to put lower priority 
on security issues are wrong. We have 
vital interests at stake in Europe, East 
Asia, the Persian Gulf, and the Western 
Hemisphere. 

Potential threats to those interests 
continue to exist. For example, Sad
dam Hussein's regime still poses a 
long-term threat to our interests in the 
Persian Gulf. His military capabilities 
were only partially destroyed in the 
gulf war. Iraq retains the ability to 
mount a nuclear weapons program. The 
economic embargo and no-fly zones im
posed on Iraq cannot topple his regime. 
Since the international community's 
determination to keep these sanctions 
in place will wane over time, we must 
maintain the military capability to 
protect Western interests in the gulf. 

In addition, I believe that we could 
do more to undermine Saddam's grip 
on power. We could tighten the sanc
tions by pressing Jordan to cut off 
commercial traffic to Iraq. We could 
build up the political stature of the 

Iraqi National Congress, the umbrella 
organization of the Iraqi opposition. 
We could provide the Kurds in the 
north and Shia Arabs in the south with 
arms for self defense. 

In a broader sense, we have a vital in
terest in global stability. Total U.S. 
trade accounts for more than 35 per
cent of the U.S. gross domestic prod
uct, and international trade depends on 
stability. The enormous expansion of 
trade over the past 40 years was made 
possible by the security umbrella pro
vided by U.S. global military capabili
ties. 

Some say that in the future arms 
control alone can achieve such stabil
ity. I do not agree. Nations acquire 
arms to assert or defend conflicting in
terests, not because of the absence of 
arms control treaties. 

During the cold war, no issue 
consumed more time on the part of 
American Presidents but produced 
fewer results than arms control. All 
the United States-Soviet negotiations 
and summit meetings produced agree
ments that only slightly altered the 
military spending and weapons pro
curement programs of the two coun
tries. Once the cold war was over-that 
is, once the democratic revolution in 
Russia made Moscow a potential friend 
rather than an adversary-the major 
arms reductions under Start I and 
Start II become possible. 

Thus, the lesson of the cold war is 
that it is not arms control but concrete 
political interests and relationships 
that will determine military spending 
and stability. 

That has implications for many post
cold-war arms control issues. It would 
be a mistake, for example, to pursue a 
total ban on nuclear weapons testing. 
The fact is that we continue to depend 
on nuclear weapons as part of our mili
tary posture. As long as we do so, we 
must conduct sufficient tests to ensure 
the safety and reliability of those 
weapons. 

Efforts to reduce the international 
arms trade must also be realistic. The 
problem is not the level of trading in 
military equipment but the effect of 
such sales on regional balances of 
power. There is nothing wrong with 
selling arms to Israel and other friend
ly and non-aggressive states. United 
States efforts to constrain the flow of 
arms should be focused on keeping 
weaponry and munitions out of the 
hands of international outlaws, such as 
Syria, Libya, Iraq, Iran, and North 
Korea. 

Proliferation of weapons of mass de
struction and the means to deliver 
them will become increasingly impor
tant. So far, U.S. policy has been short
sighted. Too often, we focus solely on 
export controls designed to block the 
acquisition of critical Western tech
nologies by would-be proliferators. Ex
port control is important, and the Clin
ton administration has erred in loosen-

ing export control in ways that will fa
cilitate such evasions. 

More important, vulnerable states 
can be persuaded not to develop or re
tain weapons of mass destruction by 
enhancing their security. Ukraine, for 
example, has been tempted to retain 
nuclear weapons because of the poten
tial security threat from Russia. 
Therefore, the most effective route to 
ensuring that the democratic govern
ment of Ukraine forgo the nuclear op
tion would be to develop policies and 
security relationships in the former 
Soviet Union that alleviate Kiev's po
tential fears. 

The greatest problem is not prolifera
tion by countries such as Ukraine but 
proliferation by rogue states that 
might actually use such weapons. 
North Korea comes to mind here. No 
one should underestimate the dif
ficulty of controlling proliferation in 
such situations. 

Although we should spare no politi
cal and economic instruments of 
power, we have very little leverage vis
a-vis North Korea. Even a total embar
go will likely not be decisive against 
one of the most isolated governments 
in the world. The only viable option is 
to work with China, Japan, and South 
Korea to persuade and pressure North 
Korea to allow international inspec
tions of its nuclear facilities that 
would prevent diversion of nuclear ma
terials to a weapons program. 

Beyond these security issues, the 
international community will face 
many problems related to unstable 
multinational states, ethnic conflicts, 
and containing interstate tensions. The 
progress in the Palestinian-Israeli 
peace process is encouraging. The 
democratic breakthrough in South Af
rica is hopeful but fragile. 

In these and other cases, the United 
States should not be a passive observer 
but an active participant in advancing 
peaceful progress. It should do so be
cause no other state has the standing 
and resources to play a positive role. It 
should do so most of all because the 
other side of the coin of progress is the 
potential for horrific violence, as we 
have witnessed in Bosnia and in Rwan
da. 

At the same time, the United States 
must lead if the international commu
nity is to address novel issues brought 
about by increasing international 
interdependence. These include inter
national environmental issues, such as 
protection of endangered species. 

It also includes developing concerted · 
responses to international criminal or
ganizations that are having an ever
greater effect on American life. Such 
organizations include not only drug 
cartels but also financial fraud oper
ations and other types of criminal ac
tivity. The international community 
will never get a handle on this chal
lenge unless the United States leads 
the way in developing strategies and 
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capabilities to neutralize these organi
zations. 

Mr. President, I have outlined here 
some of the reasons why strong Amer
ican international leadership is imper
ative. In closing, I would like to note 
one additional reason why only the 
United States can play this role: The 
United States is the only major power 
viewed around the world as an honest 
broker. Around the world, others come 
to the United States for assistance not 
only because of our power but also be
cause they understand that our polices 
are guided in part by a sense of what's 
right and wrong. We often take that for 
granted, but historically American 
leadership-guided by idealism-is the 
exception but not the rule. In a turbu
lent world, it is a positive influence 
that the international community can
not afford to lose. 

ffiRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, before we 
ponder today's bad news about the Fed
eral debt, let's have a little pop quiz: 
How many million would you say are 
in a trillion? And when you figure that 
out, just consider that Congress has 
run up a debt exceeding $4112 trillion. 

To be exact, as of the close of busi
ness on Tuesday, June 14, the Federal 
debt stood-down to the penny-at 
$4,605,761,962,704.33. This means that 
every man, woman, and child in Amer
ica owes $17,666.16, computed on a per 
capita basis. 

Mr. President, to answer the ques
tion-how many million in a trillion?
there are a million, million in a tril
lion. I remind you, the Federal Govern
ment, thanks to the U.S. Congress, 
owes more than $4112 trillion. 

TRIBUTE TO LT. GEN. ROBERT A. 
TIEBOUT ON HIS RETIREMENT 
FROM THE U.S. MARINE CORPS 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, today, I 

want to congratulate Lt. Gen. Robert 
A. Tiebout, Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Installations and Logistics, U.S. Ma
rine Corps, on the occasion of his re
tirement from the corps. 

During his 33-year career, General 
Tiebout has served in nearly every area 
of logistics throughout the corps and 
has distinguished himself as being the 
first marine engineer ever to achieve 
three star rank. He has been cat
egorized as a marine's marine. His ca
_reer has been marked by his dedication 
to country, corps and the marines and 
civilians serving our country. He prac
ticed total quality leadership long be
fore it came in fashion. He has com
manded marines in peace and war at 
every rank from second lieutenant to 
major general. 

Whether he was in the jungle of the 
Republic of Vietnam or directing pro
curement during Operation Desert 

Shield/Desert Storm, General Tiebout's 
leadership has been marked by hon
esty, integrity, and a common sense 
approach to every decision. His most 
recent assignment was in a position of 
great responsibility where many Sen
ators and senior staff members had dis
cussions with him regarding his testi
mony during hearings on subjects rang
ing from base closure to Marine Corps 
readiness. His credibility and devotion 
to duty are unsurpassed. 

Mr. President, I ask our colleagues to 
join me in congratulating General 
Tiebout and his wife, Lil, on their tran
sition to civilian life. I am pleased to 
note that they hav~ chosen to return to 
Tennessee, where I know each of them 
will continue to contribute their many 
talents, but now for the people of Ten
nessee. I know all of us thank him for 
his dedicated, professional, and selfless 
service to the United States of America 
and to the men and women of our Ma
rine Corps. 

PAN AM 103 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 

to discuss the supposed confession re
cently made by Youssef Shaaban, who 
claims to have carried out the 1988 ter
rorist bombing of Pan Am flight 103. 
Many understandably view this abrupt 
and unexpected confession with skep
ticism. We must of course fully inves
tigate Mr. Shaaban's claims. As we 
should pursue every lead that might 
help bring to justice the criminals who 
murdered the Pan Am 103 victims. 

In doing so, we must not let our in
vestigation of Mr. Shaaban's allega
tions distract us from maintaining 
pressure on Libya to comply with ex
tradition requests for the already in
dicted suspects, Abdel Basset Ali 
Megrahi and Lamen Khalifa Fhimah so 
that they may stand trial. Libya con
tinues to twist and turn in their efforts 
to avoid complying with the Security 
Council's demands. Stronger sanc
tions-specifically, an oil embargo-are 
needed. 

I note that during the debate on Chi
na's MFN status there were some trou
bling comments made concerning the 
Clinton administration's views on the 
use of sanctions generally, for instance 
R. Jeffrey Smith's May 31, 1994, article 
in the Washington Post. As chairman 
of the Senate Foreign Relations Sub
committee on Near Eastern Affairs I 
would like the administration to un
derstand that there must be no blink
ing in using sanctions to force Libya to 
surrender the suspects in the bombing 
of Pan Am flight 103. This matters. 
Congress has not forgotten, nor have 
the American people. Nor shall we. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRA
TION AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 
1994 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the hour of 10 a.m. 
having arrived and passed, the Senate 
will now resume consideration of S. 
1491, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1491) to amend the Airport and 

Airway Improvement Act of 1982 and author
ize appropriations, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. D'AMATO addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New York [Mr. D'AMATO] is 
recognized. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, yester
day on a straight party line vote, Sen
ate Democrats trampled our constitu
tional responsibility to engage in 
meaningful congressional oversight of 
the executive branch of Government. 
During 12 years of Republican adminis
trations, the Congress kept a bright 
spotlight of congressional oversight on 
the White House searching far and wide 
for any sign of potential wrongdoing. 
Well, yesterday, congressional Demo
crats voted unanimously to turn the 
lights out. Yesterday, 56 Senators 
abandoned a 200-year tradition of thor
ough and fair congressional oversight 
in favor of a new policy: See no evil, 
hear no evil, speak no evil. 

When it comes to advancing the pro
grams of the administration, it is fair 
to expect congressional Democrats to 
carry the President's water. But when 
it comes to our constitutional over
sight obligations, the American people 
do not want Congress to carry his 
Whitewater, too. Make no mistake 
about it: yesterday, 56 Senators voted 
to place a short leash on the congres
sional watchdog and handed it over to 
the independent counsel. Never before 
has Congress stepped aside and aban
doned or postponed its constitutional 
oversight responsibilities while an 
independent counsel conducted an in
vestigation. 

Never once in our history has Con
gress authorized an independent coun
sel, or anyone else, to dictate the scope 
or timing of congressional oversight 
activities-that is, never before yester
day. 

Did Congress get permission from Ar
chibald Cox or Leon Jaworski to hold 
Watergate hearings? No. Did Congress 
postpone Iran-Contra hearings because 
of concerns that hearings might inter
fere with Lawrence Walsh's ongoing in
vestigation? Absolutely not. Yet, this 
is exactly what Senate Democrats have 
done in the case of Whitewater. 

Yesterday, after Senate Democrats 
voted against my amendment for full 
and fair Whitewater oversight hear
ings, I began the process of giving our 
colleagues an opportunity to, at a min
imum, authorize meaningful oversight 
activities. I plan to continue that proc
ess today by offering amendments that 
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would provide the same tools to the 
Banking Committee that were provided 
to countless other oversight commit
tees in the past. 

Under the amendment adopted yes
terday, it would be impossible to con
duct genuine oversight activities. Yes
terday's amendment does not expressly 
grant authority to order Federal and 
State Governments to produce all rel
evant documents. Yet, this authority 
was given to the Senate select commit
tee investigating Iran-Contra, the se
lect committee to investigate Justice 
Department undercover activities, es
tablished in 1982, and the select com
mittee investigating Watergate. 

How is that? Why is that? Why was 
that authority necessary in those cases 
and yet explicitly deleted from yester
day's amendment? I will be offering an 
amendment asking for that same au
thority. 

Yesterday's amendment does not ex
pressly provide for access to any rel
evant evidence in the control of the 
Federal Government's agencies or de
partments. Yet, this authority was 
given to the Senate select committee 
investigating Iran-Contra, the select 
committee to investigate the Justice 
Department undercover activities, and 
the Senate select committee inves
tigating Watergate. We are going to 
ask for that same authority. 

Mr. President, there is an established 
procedure but we have trampled over it 
by providing such a limited scope to 
the hearings so that these hearings 
would be worthless. 

Yesterday's amendment does not en
courage the oversight committee to 
seek access to information acquired or 
developed by other investigatory bod
ies. Yet, when the Senate established a 
select committee on Iran-Contra, it in
cluded a statement encouraging that 
committee to obtain information ac
quired or developed by other investiga
tory bodies. That same methodology 
should be part and parcel of this com
mittee and of all oversight committees 
undertaking these kinds of investiga
tions. 

Yesterday's amendment does not re
quest the independent counsel to make 
relevant evidence available to the over
sight committee to assist the Congress 
in conducting a thorough investigation 
in an expeditious fashion. Yet, it is in
teresting that there was such a provi
sion in the resolution establishing the 
Senate Iran-Contra select committee. 

Why have we not followed the normal 
prescription? How is it that we have 
now come to a point where we have 
stripped down and made impotent any 
hearings that could have a meaningful 
inquiry? After having insisted that the 
Senate wait to hold hearings until the 
independent counsel has completed its 
first phase of investigation, the amend
ment adopted yesterday fails to re
quest that the independent counsel 
make available his evidence to the 
Whitewater oversight committee. 

Why? What do we have to hide? 
Mr. President, I will offer an amend

ment to address those obvious defi
ciencies in the legislation which is now 
being considered. 

Mr. President, yesterday, one of my 
colleagues called the amendment sup
ported by Democrats a "fig leaf." I 
think that was too generous for a 
transparent effort to prevent meaning
ful and fair congressional oversight of 
the Whitewater affair. 

The American people can see right 
through that. I believe they will come 
to understand that that was not a bona 
fide effort to give people the hearings 
that they are entitled to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1782 

(Purpose: To authorize hearings on the cir
cumstances surrounding and the propriety 
of the commodities-futures trading activi
ties of Hillary Rodham Clinton) 
Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New York [Mr. D'AMATO] 

proposes an amendment numbered 1782. 
The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the follow

ing: 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs [special subcommit
tee] shall conduct an investigation into, 
study of, and hearings on, all matters which 
have any tendency to reveal the full facts 
about the circumstances surrounding and 
the propriety of the committees-futures 
trading activities of Hillary Rodham Clin
ton. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed as if in 
morning business for not to exceed 6 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CRANBERRY WETLANDS 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, shortly 

before the Senate left for the Memorial 
Day recess, the chairman of the Senate 
Environment and Public Works Com
mittee announced that the Senate 
would soon consider legislation to re
authorize the Clean Water Act. In an
ticipation of the consideration of this 
legislation, I have been working with 
the chairman and ranking Republican 
member of the committee to address 
the unique concerns that cranberry 
growers have with the wetlands title in 
the committee's legislation. 

Washington State is certainly not 
the largest of the cranberry producing 
States, but when the growers of my 
State asked for help in trying to make 
the Clean Water Act work for them, I 
listened to their concerns. I told the 
Washington State growers that I would 
do what I could to help them because I 
know that the jobs of the workers in 
cranberry processing plants, and the 
ability of individual growers to provide 
jobs and economic opportunities to 
families in committees along the coast 
of Washington State, depend upon 
making the Clean Water Act work for 
these growers. The growers and I have 
worked hard with the committee over 
the past several months in an attempt 
to develop a compromise that will ad
dress the concerns of cranberry grow
ers. I continue to hope that a com
promise can be worked out, but in the 
event that it cannot, I am prepared to 
offer an amendment on the floor on be
half of the growers of my State and of 
other States. 

Mr. President, a few months ago sev
eral environmental groups sent a letter 
to Senators suggesting that cranberry 
wetlands were not "good" wetlands. 
The April 18 letter from the National 
Wildlife Federation is full of many in
accuracies on cranberry wetlands, and 
today I will clear up these inaccuracies 
and set the record straight. 

Inaccuracy No. 1: The letter asserts 
that cranberry growers are seeking an 
exemption from the Clean Water Act. 

After several discussions with com
mittee staff it became clear that an ex
emption, while preferable to the grow
ers, was of some concern to that com
mittee-so the growers compromised. 
Today we are working with the com
mittee to make nationwide permit 34, 
which has already been granted for 
cranberry growing operations, more 
workable for individual growers. 

Inaccuracy No. 2: The letter falsely 
states that cranberry wetlands "de
grade water quality * * * harm fish
eries * * * and reduce water quantity." 

A 1991 study by the Environmental 
Protection Agency and the Massachu
setts Executive Office of Environ
mental Affairs on Buzzards Bay stated 
that the cranberry bog system "plays 
an increasingly important role in the 
preservation of open space, water stor
age and conservation, ground water re
charge, and in providing wildlife habi
tat." 

Those unfamiliar with cranberry 
growing operations may not realize 
that for every acre of active cranberry 
wetlands, a grower has an average of 10 
acres of surrounding land that is not 
farmed, but left relatively untouched 
to support the cranberry wetlands. 

I am continually amazed to read 
statements by environmental organiza
tions that attempt to paint all of agri
culture as destroyers of the land and 



12936 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE June 15, 1994 
the environment. Nothing could be fur
ther from the truth. Cranberry grow
ers-together with the rest of our Na
tion's agriculture community-have a 
vested interest in the land from which 
they make their livelihood. And, in the 
opinion of this Senator, to make state
ments to the contrary does a great dis
service to the families across Washing
ton State and the Nation who provide a 
great and important contribution to 
our Nation's economy and food supply. 

Inaccuracy No. 3: The letter states 
that "cranberry growers already re
ceive streamlined review for convert
ing wetlands and streams into cran
berry beds under nationwide pormit 
34." 

Mr. President, if only this statement 
were true. In fact, cranberry growers 
cannot effectively use this nationwide 
permit because Federal and State 
agencies are not allowing growers to 
use it as it was intended. Consequently, 
growers are not seeking an exemption 
from section 404 permitting process, 
but rather a legislative solution to 
allow the nationwide permit to work in 
practical terms. 

In fact, prior to the Memorial Day re
cess, EPA Administrator Carol 
Browner stated in testimony before the 
House Public Works and Transpor
tation Committee that, 

The administration believes that the con
cerns of cranberry growers can be addressed 
without creating new exemptions from per
mitting requirements, and in ways that not 
only meet the needs of the potential appli
cants, but also provide for appropriate State 
roles and adequate environmental protec
tion. 

This is exactly what cranberry grow
ers in Washington State want and 
need. I want to make clear that the 
legislative solution that the growers · 
seek is not an exemption from section 
404 permitting process, but rather a 
way to allow for modest expansion of 
existing operations, as allowed for 
under nationwide permit 34. 

Mr. President, I hope that I have 
cleared up any misconceptions about 
cranberry wetlands that may have 
come about as a result of the letter 
from national environmental groups. 
Although both the growers and I would 
prefer to have this issue ironed out and 
included in a managers amendment to 
the committee's clean water legisla
tion, I am prepared to offer an amend
ment on behalf of Washington State's 
cranberry growers, and those of other 
States, when the legislation comes to 
the floor. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
letter from the National Wildlife Fed
eration, dated April 18, 1994. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 
Washington, DC, April 18, 1994. 

U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR: We are writing you because 
we are deeply concerned that § 404 of the 
Clean Water Act will be seriously weakened 
by exempting the conversion of wetlands 
into cranberry beds. 

A statutory exemption for expansion of 
cranberry production would have devastat
ing effects on the environment. Cranberry 
beds are so intensively managed that they 
are reduced to biological wastelands, vir
tually bereft of any flora and fauna beyond 
the cranberry vines themselves. In fact, most 
cranberry beds do not even meet the regu
latory definition of wetlands. Furthermore, 
the impacts of converting wetlands to cran
berry production can degrade water quality 
(adding sediments, nutrients, fertilizers and 
pesticides to downstream waters, sometimes 
in acutely toxic amounts); harm fisheries 
(altering cold water fisheries and impeding 
migration of anadramous fish); and reduce 
water quantity (by diverting flows from riv
ers, streams and wetlands). 

This exemption would expose literally 
thousands of acres of wetlands to develop
ment with no environmental review. In just 
a seven-year period, from 1982 to 1989, the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers authorized the 
conversion of over 5,000 acres of wetlands to 
cranberry beds in Wisconsin alone. 

Moreover, there is no need for a statutory 
exemption for expansion of cranberry facili
ties. Contrary to popular belief, cranberry 
beds do not need to be constructed in wet
lands. A recent U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv
ice study demonstrates that over 66% of the 
new cranberry beds constructed in Massa
chusetts between 1977 and 1986 were con
structed on upland. 

If cranberry growers are exempted from 
regulation under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act, many other industries and asso
ciations will demand similar treatment. In 
fact, the potential cranberry exemption has 
already sparked demands from such groups 
as the Texas Farm Bureau for statutory ex-
emptions for rice and aquaculture. · 

Finally, it is important to note that the 
cranberry growers already receive stream
lined review for converting wetlands and 
streams into cranberry beds under nation
wide permit 34 (NWP 34). NWP 34 virtually 
automatically authorizes cranberry growers 
to convert up to 10 acres of natural wetlands 
and streams-the equivalent of 7 football 
fields. 

A statutory exemption for converting wet
lands to cranberry production would strip 
away existing state authority, under Section 
401 of the Clean Water Act, to condition or 
deny water quality certification for NWP 34. 
The states' rights to act to preserve quality 
of their waters must not be abrogated by 
amending the Clean Water Act to exempt 
conversion of wetlands to cranberry produc
tion. 

We urge you to oppose any amendments or 
bill provisions that would exempt conversion 
of wetlands to cranberry production. Such an 
exemption would undermine the effective
ness of the Clean Water Act and would harm 
the quality and quantity of the waters with-
in your states. . 

Thank you for your attention to this mat
ter. 

Sincerely, 
Terry Schley, Counsel, Fish & Wildlife 
~esource Division, National Wildlife 
Federation. 

Ken Bierly, Wetlands Program Manager, 
Oregon Director of State Land. 

Bob Adler, Senior Attorney, Natural Re
sources Defense Council. 

Sally A. Zeilinski, Executive Director, 
Massachusetts Association of Con
servation Commissioners. 

Steve Moyer, Legislative Director, Trout 
Unlimited. 

Pam Goddard, Legislative Representa
tive, Sierra Club. 

Carolyn Hartmann, Staff Attorney, U.S. 
Public Interest Research Group. 

Dawn Martin, Director, Washington, D.C. 
Office, American Oceans Campaign. 

Clark Williams, Legislative Representa
tive, National Audubon Society. 

Tim Searchinger, Attorney, Environ
mental Defense Fund. 

Lisa Kahn, Legislative Representative, 
Friends of the Earth. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I yield . 
the floor. 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRA
TION AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 
1994 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes Senator DASCHLE. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1783 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1782 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment to the amendment of
fered by the Senator from New York, 
and I ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 

DASCHLE], for Mr. MITCHELL, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1783 to the D'Amato 
amendment No. 1782. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed insert the 

following: 
(1) Additional Hearings: In the fulfillment 

of the Senate's constitutional oversight role, 
additional hearings on the matters identified 
in the resolution passed by the Senate by a 
vote of 98---0 on March 17, 1994 should be au
thorized as appropriate under, and in accord
ance with, the provisions of that resolution. 

(2) Any additional hearings should be 
structured and sequenced in such a manner 
that in the judgement of the two Leaders 
they would not interfere with the ongoing 
investigation of Special Counsel Robert B. 
Fiske, Jr. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, this 
amendment is the same amendment of
fered by the majority leader yesterday. 
It passed, as we all know, on a party
line vote. It is an amendment that 
builds upon the legislation offered last 
March 17. 

The amendment then offered by the 
majority leader is consistent and re
sponsive, and I believe ought to be con
sidered today as it was yesterday. 

The resolution on March 17, just to 
remind my colleagues, stated that: 

The hearings should be structured and 
sequenced in such a manner that in the judg
ment of the Leaders they would not interfere 
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with the ongoing investigation of Special 
Counsel Robert B. Fiske, Jr. 

Mr. President, that is really the issue 
here. The issue was debated thoroughly 
yesterday. I suspect it will be debated 
again today. 

Unfortunately, we are covering a lot 
of old ground with the deliberations . 
once again before us, legislation frank
ly that keeps us from getting to the in
vestigation we all say we want. 

Under the majority leader's ap
proach, approved yesterday by the Sen
ate, hearings will commence on the 
first phase of the Whitewater matter in 
the Banking Committee approximately 
30 days after the special counsel indi
cates that such hearings would not 
interfere with his investigation, or by 
July 29, whichever is earlier. 

Let me repeat that, just to be sure 
everyone understands what we did. 

The Senate hearings will commence 
on the first phase of the Whitewater 
matter in the Banking Committee, as 
we all have recognized has jurisdiction, 
approximately 30 days after the special 
counsel indicates that such hearings 
would not interfere with his investiga
tion. If they have not commenced prior 
to July 29, they will commence on that 
date, regardless. 

The President has moved forcefully 
to address qu.estions which have arisen 
about the so-called Whitewater matter. 
He has faced questions from the media 
on several occasions, including a major 
press conference. He has reassured the 
American people. And he has taken 
necessary steps to assure that there 
will not be even the appearance of in
terference in the investigation by any
one in the White House. The First Lady 
has also addressed the matter in an un
precedented and extensive major press 
conference. 

Just this past Sunday, the President 
answered special counsel Robert 
Fiske's questions, under oath, for 90 
minutes, and Mrs. Clinton answered 
Mr. Fiske's questions, also under oath, 
for about an hour. According to press 
reports, the questioning was limited to 
first-phase matters. 

So the investigation by the special 
counsel is underway; it is continuing. 
It is doing what we hoped it would do 
when we called for the special counsel 
several months ago. 

It is a serious matter. It is being con
ducted by a serious man. Mr. Fiske, as 
everyone in this room has attested, is a 
man of unquestioned ability and a very 
strong prosecutor. He is a Republican. 
He was named pursuant to the request 
led by congressional Republicans for a 
special counsel. 

His appointment was applauded by 
virtually every single Senator in this 
body. The junior Senator from New 
York, for example, stated: 

Bob Fiske is uniquely qualified for this po
sition. He is a man of uncompromising integ
rity. He will unearth the truth for the Amer
ican people. 
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Unearth the truth, that is what we 
are really trying to do here. If we are 
to unearth the truth in a meaningful 
way, in a way that is subject to some 
process, then we have no choice but to 
let Mr. Fiske do his job. That is what 
we said last March 15; that is what we 
said again yesterday, as we confirmed 
the scope of the inquiry by the Senate 
Banking Committee. 

Many of the same Republicans who 
called for a special counsel unfortu
nately shifted partisan gears just as 
soon as he was named, and began call
ing for congressional hearings. Even in 
the face of that very counsel's opposi
tion to such hearings, they continue to 
demand that the Congress go forward 
in a way that risks damage to the in
vestigation, which we all state we want 
done. Even as we move carefully and 
deliberately toward congressional 
hearings which do not interfere with 
the investigation, now they complain 
that we are not moving fast enough; 
that we are stonewalling. This willing
ness to demand public hearings at any 
cost seems to me, Mr. President, to be 
further evidence that the purpose of all 
of these calls by some is merely politi
cal. 

The special counsel wrote on March 7 
of this year to the chairman and the 
ranking member of the Senate Banking 
Committee. In that letter, he made a 
very specific request. That request in 
part was, and I quote: 

That the committee not conduct any hear
ings in the areas covered by the grand jury's 
ongoing investigation, both in order to avoid 
compromising that investigation and in 
order to further the public interest in pre
serving fairness, thoroughness, and confiden
tiality of the grand jury process. 

He further stated: 
We are doing everything possible to con

duct and conclude as expeditiously as pos
sible a complete, thorough and impartial in
vestigation. Inquiry into the underlying 
events surrounding MGS&L, Whitewater, 
and CMS by a congressional committee 
would pose a severe risk to the integrity of 
our investigation. 

So that was a letter directed to the 
chairman and the ranking member of 
the Senate Banking Committee asking 
for time, asking for an opportunity to 
do the work that we asked them to do, 
asking for the credibility to be pro
tected, asking for the ability for him to 
sort fact from fiction, and give us. an 
honest, complete, and thorough inves
tigation in a timely manner. 

And then, on March 9, in a public 
press conference, Mr. Fiske stated his 
position that once his investigation 
into communications between White 
House officials and Treasury Depart
ment or Resolution Trust Corporation 
officials about Whitewater-related 
matters and his investigation into the 
Park Service Police investigation into 
the death of White House Deputy Coun
sel Vincent Foster is complete, he 
would have no objection to congres
sional hearings on those matters. 

In other words, Mr. President, what 
he was saying is that there are phases 
here that we have talked about now at 
some length. The first phase would be 
completed, upon which he would turn 
to the second phase. 

At the press conference related to 
that second phase, he said: 

[T]he position that I've expressed in the 
letters and in the meetings has been fairly 
consistent, that we are concerned about the 
impact of congressional hearings on the in
vestigations that we are conducting as long 
as those investigations are in progress. [As] 
you know, there are really two separate in
vestigations. There 's the one that I started 
with [at] the end of January that's reflected 
in the regulation that was drafted, which is 
looking into the activities in Arkansas in 
the 1980s relating to Madison, Whitewater, 
and Capital Management, and then here in 
Washington * * * inquiring into all of the 
circumstances relating to the death of Vin
cent Foster. 

The disclosures in recent days about the 
meetings between the White House officials 
and the Treasury officials led us to initiate 
an additional investigation into the cir
cumstances surrounding those meetings, but 
I think that that investigation relating to 
those meetings is separable from the other 
investigations that we started with in Janu
ary . And I have told Senator Riegle and I've 
told Senators D'Amato and Cohen that when 
we are finished with the White House , which 
I'm quite confident we can be finished with 
considerably faster than we can the underly
ing investigation, we would have no objec
tion to congressional hearings at that point 
so long as something can be done to protect 
against having the contents of the RTC re
ferrals themselves come out in those hear
ings. 

* * * * * 
But with respect to the underlying inves

tigation , the one that we started with, we 
are concerned about the impact of congres
sional hearings on that investigation. 

Mr. President, it is very clear that 
Mr. Fiske over and over and over again 
has demonstrated his conviction in 
writing, in statements to the media, 
and in his comments to each of us that 
it is very critical he be given the op
portunity to continue and to finish his 
work; that there is a sequencing here 
that is very important to the legal as 
well as to the legislative process. 

The bipartisan leadership of the 
House of Representatives met with 
Special Counsel Fiske on Thursday, 
May 26. At that meeting Mr. Fiske 
stated that by the latter half of June, 
barring unforeseen developments, his 
office's inquiry into three matters, the 
first phase of the Whitewater matter, 
will be completed: Communications be
tween White House officials and Treas
ury Department or Resolution Trust 
Corporation officials about 
Whitewater-related matters; the Park 
Service Police investigation into the 
death of White House Deputy Counsel 
Vincent Foster; and the way in which 
White House officials handled docu
ments in the office of White House Dep
uty Counsel Vincent Foster at the time 
of his death. 

These are the matters which the Sen
ate yesterday voted to authorize the 
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Banking Committee to begin hearings 
on; in other words, the first phase of 
the investigation will begin in July, as 
we stipulated in the resolution passed 
yesterday. 

The majority leader, as we debated 
that resolution, made it very clear and 
emphasized in both public and private 
statements that he and the Senate are 
and have been firmly committed to 
meeting the obligation that is rep
resented in those hearings, a constitu
tional obligation to conduct proper 
oversight. We are determined to con
duct that oversight in an appropriate 
way which will avoid interfering with 
the investigation now being conducted 
by Special Counsel Fiske that he has so 
adamantly asked us to do. 

Efforts to go beyond this and, frank
ly, artificially impose timetables for 
additional hearings concerning the 
matters which are subject to the un
derlying investigation, clearly run 
counter to Mr. Fiske's requests in his 
letter of March 7. They run counter to 
his statements in news conferences and 
in meetings with Senators and Con
gressmen alike. They are counter
productive, they are political, and they 
obfuscate our opportunity to provide a 
clear answer to the outstanding ques
tions relating to this matter. 

So, Mr. President, I certainly hope at 
some point on this day we can resolve 
these issues, that we can finally get on 
with it, that we can recognize that we 
have a job to do, a constitutional re
sponsibility to conduct oversight hear
ings in a proper way, recognizing the 
authority of the special prosecutor, 
recognizing his unique need to finish 
his work first. 

That is what this debate is all about. 
So, as we continue today, I hope peo

ple will come to that conclusion and 
share with us a determination to do 
our work and to do it properly. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. FAIR CLOTH addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. FAIRCLOTH]. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from South Dakota yield 
for a question? 

Mr. DASCHLE. I am happy to re
spond to a question. 

The Senator from North Carolina has 
the floor, so it is not necessary for me 
to yield. But I would certainly answer 
whatever question he may propound. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. If Mr. Fiske has no 
objection to hearings on the commod
ity trades, would the Senator be will
ing to go immediately into Banking 
Committee or special committee hear
ings on the commodity trades? I mean 
immediately, if Mr. Fiske has no objec
tion? 

Mr. DASCHLE. The commodity 
trades are not a direct result of the 
Whitewater investigation. There is no 
connection between commodity trades 
and the Whitewater investigation. 

The issue before us has to do with the 
Whitewater investigation. It has to do 
with coming to grips with our constitu
tional responsibility to directly in
volve ourselves with proper oversight. 

I do not know whether the Senator 
from North Carolina has ever partici
pated in commodity trades. He cer
tainly would have a right, as any 
American has, to participate in com
modity trades. I do not believe, if he 
were to do so, that he would feel it nec
essary for the Senate to oversee his 
transactions in any personal way. 

It is certainly the right of the Senate 
to get involved in transactions if they 
perceive there to be some wrongdoing. 
But there has been no wrongdoing in 
this matter. I suspect that it would be 
appropriate for us to do as the prosecu
tor has suggested, which is to stay with. 
the issue, to get on with the investiga
tion, and to conduct our oversight in a 
meaningful way. I think that is what 
the Senate will do. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Has the Senator 
ever dealt in commodity trades? 

Mr. DASCHLE. I would answer the 
Senator that I have not. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I would answer 
that I have, and that is the exact rea
son that I feel the dealings with Mrs. 
Clinton are so in need of investigation. 
And I think anybody that has ever had 
any connection with the commodity 
market would have extreme suspicion 
from her trades. It is an impossible 
thing to believe. 

Mr. President, the U.S. Senate needs 
to examine the Whitewater affair. The 
amendment the Senate adopted yester
day was a total sham. 

I have a letter from Mr. Fiske saying 
that he has no objection to the Senate 
looking into Mrs. Clinton's commodity 
trades. I would hope that we could get 
on with that immediately. He says he 
has no objection. 

But the commodity trades are just 
one aspect of a convoluted trading and 
dealing that went on during this time 
period we are talking about. 

"Whitewater" is a term which not 
only describes a failed land develop
ment. It has also come to describe a 
web of interconnected scandals involv
ing personal and political friends of the 
President. 

Lurid tale after lurid tale has 
emerged. They involve a mind-boggling 
range of subjects, from drug dealers, to 
insider trading, to document shredding, 
and more. One subject might seem to 
have nothing to do with the other, ex
cept for one thing-the same names 
keep popping up in story after story. 

We are frequently told that while 
these things do not look too good, we 
have to understand that is the way 
things are done in Arkansas. Everyone 
knows each other, everything is con
nected to everything else. Nothing is 
wrong, it just looks bad. 

Yet the very same people who say 
"everything is connected" in Arkansas 

to excuse the likes of Patsy Thomasson 
working for a drug dealer on one day, 
and in the White House on the next, 
want to limit the Whitewater hearings. 
They do not want the U.S. Senate to 
look into the interconnected scandals 
which have collectively come to be 
known as Whitewater. 

Mr. President, the examples of the 
interconnected scandals which require 
that the Senate hold full-not lim
ited-Whitewater hearings are legion. 

For instance, we now know that the 
drug dealer Dan Lasater, did much 
more than just give Clinton's half
brother Roger a job. We also know that 
Dan Lasater did much more than hold 
fundraising parties for Bill Clinton, fly 
the Clintons around in his jet, and fly 
celebrities to Hillary Clinton's charity 
parties. 

We now know that Dan Lasater told 
the FBI that he had paid off Roger 
Clinton's drug debts-after Roger told 
him that cocaine dealers were, "put
ting the heat on him and something 
might happen to his brother and his 
mother.'' 

You may recall that Lasater had first 
met the mother of the Clinton broth
ers, the late Mrs. Virginia Kelly, at the 
horse rack track in Hot Springs, AR. 

We now know that Federal and State 
law enforcement documents describe 
widespread cocaine use among Lasater, 
his employees, business associates, and 
friends. Some of Dan Lasater's employ
ees, business associates, and friends 
now occupy high places in this admin
istration. 

Those same law enforcement docu
ments describe parties at which vials of 
cocaine were distributed as party fa
vors. Ashtrays filled with cocaine were 
spread among the hors d'oeuvres, and 
cocaine was served on the Lasater cor
porate jets. 

Yet after Bill Clinton was reelected 
to the Governor's mansion, despite the 
fact that Lasater had been censured by 
the Arkansas State Securities Commis
sioner and by the National Association 
of Securities Dealers, Lasater was put 
on the select list of firms eligible to 
underwrite State of Arkansas bonds. 
That designation made millions for 
Dan Lasater. 

The most infamous bond underwrit
ing issue that Lasater did for Governor 
Clinton was $30.2 million issue for a 
new State Police radio system. That 
contract alone earned Lasater $750,000 
of taxpayer's money. 

What many have not heard is how 
Lasater got the contract. He began by 
arranging a partnership with another 
brokerage house that had recently pled 
guilty to a multimillion-dollar check 
kiting scheme in New York. Then he 
went to his friend Bill Clinton. 

In fact, FBI documents obtained by 
the Los Angeles Times quote one of 
Lasater's partners, a retired Democrat 
State Senator, as crediting Lasater's 
political support for Clinton for win
ning the State bond contract. 
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In May 1986, a board made up of Clin

ton appointees awarded the contract to 
Lasater. A week later, however, a joint 
committee of the Arkansas Legislature 
balked. With the project hung up, Bill 
Clinton became personally involved. 

At least three Democrat Arkansas 
State legislators have said that they 
were personally lobbied by Clinton on 
behalf of the Lasater partnership. One 
said, "I remember he lobbied all of us 
on this," and then credited Clinton 
with switching his vote. In June, Dan 
Lasater was awarded the contract. 

But the story does not end there. In 
fact, the next phase of the story actu
ally began 5 years earlier, in 1981, when 
the President's half-brother Roger was 
arrested for selling drugs to an under
cover police officer. Roger Clinton pled 
guilty to conspiracy to distribute co
caine. 

After his guilty plea, Roger Clinton 
was sentenced to 2 years in prison. It 
was a reduced sentence, which he re
ceived for agreeing to testify against a 
boyhood friend named Sam Anderson. 

Sam Anderson was tried in February 
1985. Testifying on his own behalf, An
derson said that Roger Clinton had told 
him that he had been approached by 
State police investigators and that he 
was, and I quote "Very, very frightened 
* * * totally frightened to death." He 
said that Roger had informed him that 
the investigators had told him that 
they wanted to set up three people for 
drug arrests, including Dan Lasater. 

The director of Bill Clinton's Arkan
sas State Police sent an investigator to 
interview Lasater at that time-the 
same time that the Arkansas State Po
lice Commission was considering Dan 
Lasater's bond proposal. According to 
State and Federal documents, Lasater 
told the investigator during that inter
view that he had used cocaine. 

But despite the fact that Dan Lasater 
had just confessed to the investigator 
sent by the director of the State police 
that he was a cocaine user, he was 
awarded the contract to finance the 
Arkansas State Police radio system. 

Six months after he was awarded the 
bond contract, Dan Lasater formally 
became the target of a joint State-Fed
eral drug task force investigating co
caine distribution in Little Rock. FBI 
documents show that he later con
fessed to using cocaine, and to giving it 
away to friends, employees, and busi
ness associates on more than 180 occa
sions. 

It has now been revealed that during 
this investigation, which ran through 
the spring and summer of 1986, Col. 
Tommy Goodwin, Bill Clinton's direc
tor of the Arkansas State Police, was 
routinely briefing the Governor on the 
investigation. 

Bill Clinton, who had been 
bankrolled by Lasater, who had been 
flown around Arkansas on the Lasater 
jet, and whose brother's drug debts had 
been paid by Lasater, was now receiv-

ing confidential briefings on the 
Lasater criminal investigation. 

Mr. President, Colonel Goodwin says 
he only did it because Bill Clinton was 
curious, not because he had any special 
interest in the case. We do not know. 

But what we do know is that-from 
Tommy Goodwin and the Lasater case, 
to Roger Altman and the RTC criminal 
referrals-it seems that Bill Clinton 
has a special fondness for private heads 
up from supposedly independent agen
cies. 

In October 1986, Dan Lasater was in
dicted for possessing and distributing 
cocaine. The U.S. attorney said that 
Lasater and his associates were blatant 
in their drug use. Lasater maintained a 
supply of cocaine in his pockets and 
even snorted it at his office. 

He pled guilty, and as part of his plea 
he agreed to make detailed statements 
about his cocaine use. He also agreed 
to identify the people he gave cocaine 
to during parties, during business 
meetings, and as part of his business 
entertainment. 

Mr. President, there are many people 
in high places in the White House who 
associated with Dan Lasater. The pub
lic should also know that after all this 
time, many top people at the White 
House still have not yet gotten na
tional security clearances-another 
brewing scandal. In light of that fact, 
the U.S. Senate should have Dan 
Lasater's cocaine list now. 

Mr. President, I would like to stop 
this sorry tale right there. But one 
more point has to be made. 

Dan Lasater is out of jail. He is not 
just a free man. He is a pardoned man. 
Mr. President, the man who admitted 
to carrying pockets full of cocaine was 
pardoned by Bill Clinton. 

In his application to Bill Clinton for 
a pardon, Dan Lasater excused his 
criminal behavior, saying that the co
caine was used in social situations. He 
compared it to-and I quote-"paying 
for dinner and drinks for my friends." 

And, as you know Mr. President, a 
pardon is necessary before any con
victed felon can apply to get a firearms 
license. So Dan Lasater went on to say 
that he wanted the pardon to restore 
his rights to carry firearms, so that he 
could teach his sons-and again I 
quote-"the skills of the woods." 

Mr. President, Bill Clinton-the lead
er of the free world, and the man who 
says that he wants to get firearms out 
of the hands of criminals-issued a par
don to a man who gave out vials of co
caine as party favors, and who told him 
in advance that he wanted the pardon 
so that he could get a gun. 

Mr. President, this is shameful. I was 
not in the Senate in the 1980's. I do not 
know, and I do not care, how many 
times the Democrats investigated the 
Republicans. Frankly, that is ancient 
history. 

But if this Senate does not have full 
Whitewater hearings, hearings that get 

to the bottom of the Dan Lasater mess, 
the Travelgate mess, the commodities 
trading mess, and all the other fiascos 
that have been transplanted here to in
fect our Nation's Capital, then the 
American people will cry cover up. And 
they will be right. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. D 'AMA TO addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

MATHEWS). The Senator from New 
York. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, let me 
speak to the amendment. 

First of all, let me thank my col
league for touching on matters that 
might create some consternation with 
some people. These matters focus on: 
Lasater and his dealings, Patsy 
Thomasson, who ran Mr. Lasater's 
company for 2 years when he was not 
present, and the manner in which that 
company operated. 

The amendments to be submitted are 
necessary because for too long these 
matters have been shrouded. Certainly, 
it would seem that this is the intent of 
the underlying legislation: To keep us 
from examining these issues so the peo
ple can see what is taking place. 

I find it rather disconcerting that 
Patsy Thomasson, who ran Mr. 
Lasater's company for 2 years while he 
was in prison, is the Director of Admin
istration at the White House. I find it 
incomprehensible, to be quite candid 
with you. I am shocked to have that 
kind of situation and I wonder how 
that came about. 

Having said that, I would like to turn 
to the amendment that I offered. This 
amendment would give us the oppor
tunity and the ability to look into the 
commodities trading activities that led 
to Mrs. Clinton making a profit of 
$100,000. 

There is nothing wrong with making 
$100,000. But there seems to be some 
very real question as to how, on the 
initial day when she deposited $1,000 
into her account, she sold short 10 cat
tle futures contracts worth $220,000. 
That is on the very first day of trading. 

The margin requirement at that time 
for one cattle contract was $1,200. To 
make that initial trade, Mrs. Clinton 
would have needed to have $12,000 in 
her account. I think it is very fair to 
ask: If the margin requirement for one 
contract, valued at $22,000, is $1,200, 
how could she buy even one contract 
with $1,000 on margin, let alone 10. How 
did that happen? 

If you were a good customer, and if 
you had good financial resources and 
capabilities, you would have to have a 
minimum of $12,000 in order to be able 
to make that purchase. Who put up the 
money? Did Tyson Foods take the 
losses, and this particular account take 
the wins? Are we entitled to that infor
mation? Of course we are. 

The majority has repeatedly argued 
that we cannot look at this issue until 
the special counsel does his work. Well, 
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I spoke to the special counsel. As a re
sult, he sent Senator RIEGLE and me a 
letter dated May 26. He wrote: 

I have no present objection to any hearings 
which Congress might wish to hold on the 
subject * * * talking about the commodities 
transaction. 

Let me read further: 
I am responding to the two questions 

raised in your letter of May 23. 
On May 23 we wrote a letter. And, 

among the other things, we raised the 
question of whether or not he would 
have any objection to us looking into 
this matter. 

Mr. Fiske wrote: 
The commodities transactions of Mrs. 

Clinton occurred during the period of time 
which is outside the applicable statute of 
limitations. We do not preclude looking into 
those transactions if circumstances develop 
during our investigation which would, none
theless, make this trading relevant to our in
vestigation. I have no present objection to 
any hearings which Congress might wish to 
hold on the subject. 

So I have to ask why this second-de
gree amendment would make it impos
sible for us to go forward? Why? I have 
to say, Mr. President, it is because this 
amendment's intent is to avoid looking 
at anything that might prove embar
rassing to the administration. It is an 
attempt to circumscribe and to keep a 
committee of Congress from doing its 
job. That is just simply intolerable. It 
is wrong. That is why we cannot accept 
the proposed methodology of going for
ward. That is why I said that Congress 
has really done itself a great disservice 
by negating a 200-year tradition of 
thorough and fair congressional over
sight hearings, notwithstanding our 
tradition over the years. 

We are attempting now to offer 
amendments that would deal with the 
deficiencies. One such deficiency is 
that there is no provision in the legis
lation providing us with the ability to 
look into the commodities trading. I 
would daresay any fair-minded person 
would say that we should examine 
these trades. 

Did Tyson Foods, by the way, deduct 
losing trades illegally after a possible 
allocation of trades by the broker? I do 
not know. But I think we are entitled 
to those records to see exactly where 
the moneys came from. 

This is just one illustration. There 
are many others. The fact is that on 
the very day of inception there was an 
account of only $1,000, and that this ·ac
count, which could not even buy one 
futures contract, bought 10. It cannot 
be done. It absolutely cannot be done. 
We are not talking about a corporation 
of great wealth saying, "Don't worry. 
We will send you the money later.'' We 
are talking about $1,000 from someone 
who admitted they did not have great 
resources. This was all the account 
had. Yet on the first day cattle futures 
contracts worth $220,000 were traded, 
which would have called for a mini
mum margin requirement of $12,000. 

Where did the money come from? 
Where did the profit come from? Did 
Tyson Foods, on that day, absorb a 
loss? Did Tyson buy on both sides? 
Were the profits then assigned to the 
account? Did they take writeoffs on 
this? Did the Clintons come into 
Whitewater to shelter the income that 
they made from the commodities 
transaction? It has been suggested that 
that may have been one of the reasons 
they initially went in to Whitewater, as 
a means of sheltering the profits from 
the commodities trades. How much of 
the income from the commodities trad
ing was sheltered by way of 
Whitewater? I do not know. 

But again, Mr. Fiske indicated that 
his investigation did not encompass 
the commodities trades, and as a result 
this is an area that the committee can 
and should be investigating. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded .. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
vote on the Mitchell amendment No. 
1783 at 2:30 p.m.; that upon the disposi
tion of that amendment, the Senate 
vote on Senator D'AMATO's amendment 
No. 1782, as amended, if amended, with 
the preceding all occurring without 
any intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do I hear 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I yield the floor. 
Mr. MURKOWSKI addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

a tor from Alaska. 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that pending 
amendments be set aside so that I may 
offer an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1784 

(Purpose: To authorize hearings on the Reso
lution Trust Corporation's internal han
dling of the criminal referrals concerning 
Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan Asso
ciation) 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1784. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the follow

ing: 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs [special subcommit
tee] shall conduct an investigation into, 
study of, and hearings on, all matters which 
have any tendency to reveal the full facts 
about the Resolution Trust Corporation's in
ternal handling of the criminal referrals con
cerning Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan 
Association. The term "Madison Guaranty 
Savings and Loan Association" includes any 
subsidiary company, affiliated company, or 
business owned or controlled, in whole or in 
part, by Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan 
Association, its officers, directors, or prin
cipal shareholders. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, .it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1785 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1784 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
DASCHLE], for Mr. MITCHELL, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1785 to amendment 
No. 1784. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed insert the 

following: 
(1) Additional Hearings: In the fulfillment 

of the Senate's constitutional oversight role, 
additional hearings on the matters identified 
in the resolution passed by the Senate by a 
vote of 98-0 on March 17, 1994 should be au
thorized as appropriate under, and in accord
ance with, the provisions of that resolution. 

(2) Any additional hearings should be 
structured and sequenced in such a manner 
that in the judgment of the two Leaders they 
would not interfere with the ongoing inves
tigation of Special Counsel Robert B. Fiske, 
Jr. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
believe I have a pending amendment 
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that has been second degreed by my 
friend from South Dakota, the floor 
manager. 

I would like to speak on my amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has that right. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1784 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, the 
amendment I am offering would expand 
the scope of the Banking Committee's 
jurisdiction to include an examination 
of the Resolution Trust Corporation, or 
the RTC, and its handling of criminal 
referrals rel a ting to the failure and the 
ultimate taxpayer bailout of the Madi
son Guaranty Savings & Loan Associa
tion. 

The failure of Madison has cost the 
American taxpayer at least $47 million, 
and estimates are now that that could 
exceed $67 million. I think the Amer
ican people are entitled to know why 
Madison failed. Why Madison was al
lowed to stay open as long as it did, 
and why there was a failure to bring 
civil or criminal charges in connection 
with this failure, recognizing that 
there are oversight responsibilities as
sociated with the operation of any fi
nancial institution by appropriate 
State and Federal authorities. So it is 
legitimate that we seek these answers. 

It has been 5 years since the Federal 
Savings & Loan Insurance Corporation 
was appointed conservator of Madison, 
and yet 5 years later the American peo
ple still have no answers concerning its 
failure. 

Further, it was suggested yesterday 
by our majority leader, as well as some 
of my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle, that the requests that we 
have had for hearings are designed for 
raw, partisan politics. It was further 
suggested that some on our side, the 
Republican side, want to hold these 
public hearings because we do not have 
a program for economic growth and we 
do not have a program for health care 
reform. In fact, many who listened to 
my colleagues from the other side of 
the aisle speak yesterday might be led 
to believe that the House and Senate 
have not considered health care and 
economic reform on either floor be
cause the Congress has been tied up 
with Whitewater. 

Mr. President, you and I know that 
nothing could be further from the 
truth. Let us set the record straight. 
Republican requests for Whitewater 
hearings have had nothing to do with 
the failure of the Senate or House to 
consider the President's health care re
form. 

Here is the President's health care 
proposal, 1,363 pages of fine print. The 
majority leader can bring this bill up 
at any time. He can add it as an 
amendment to this bill or any other 
bill, for that matter. But we all know 
why we are not considering the Presi
dent's health care bill. It is because it 
cannot command a majority of Demo-

crats, much less a bipartisan majority 
of Democrats and Republicans. So, in 
reality, the fact is the President's bill 
as it is structured in the 1,363 pages, is 
dead. So is the employer mandate. And 
everybody knows it. 

Moreover, the suggestion that Repub
licans do not have a program for health 
care is simply not true. Senator 
CHAFEE has introduced legislation that 
has both Republican and Democratic 
support. Senator NICKLES has intro
duced health insurance reform legisla
tion. The House Republicans have in
troduced similar heal th insurance re
form bills. It is just not true to state 
the Republicans do not have a program 
for heal th insurance reform now. 

I suggest there is a bit of disarray on 
the other side of the aisle with regard 
to their uniform position on heal th 
care reform. Whitewater has nothing to 
do with the inability to move on health 
care. Whitewater and that whole issue 
are separate. 

During the last 24 hours, on three 
separate occasions, the majority leader 
has succeeded in thwarting the efforts 
of Senator D'AMATO and other Repub
licans to broaden the scope of the 
Whitewater hearings. Under the major
ity leader's amendment, the Banking 
Committee would hold oversight hear
ings on only three issues relating to 
Whitewater-only three issues. One of 
those would be communications be
tween officials of the White House and 
the Department of the Treasury or the 
Resolution Trust Corporation relating 
to Whitewater and Madison Guaranty; 
second, the Park Service investigation 
into the death of Whitehouse Deputy 
Counsel Vincent Foster; and, third, the 
way in which White House officials 
handled documents in Foster's office at 
the time of his death. That is it. 

This committee will not be able to 
answer such questions as whether fed
erally insured deposits at the failed 
Madison Guaranty Savings & Loan As
sociation were diverted to Governor 
Clinton's 1984 campaign, nor will it be 
able to determine whether federally in
sured Madison deposits were diverted 
to pay the Clintons' share of their 
Whitewater debts; nor will it be able to 
determine, when the Madison institu
tion became insolvent, whether favor
itism, conflict of interest, or false fi
nancial audits were presented to State 
regulators by the Rose law firm which 
permitted Madison to remain open; nor 
will the committee be able to inquire 
as to whether or not Governor Clinton 
applied pressure to encourage the 
Small Business Administration to 
grant a loan that was not permitted to 
be made by the Small Business Admin
istration. 

In fact, the committee will not be 
able to ask a single question concern
ing the underlying issues surrounding 
the Whitewater and Madison cases. Not 
one single question. The committee 
can only examine issues, under the ma-

jority leader's proposal, relating to 
communications that the White House 
had, not the underlying fact questions 
relating to Whitewater. For the under
lying facts, the nuts and bolts of Madi
son Guaranty's failure, the American 
public is going to have to wait 6 
months, perhaps a year, 2 years, or as 
long as Special Prosecutor Fiske takes 
to complete his investigation. 

It is unprecedented for the Congress 
to defer oversight investigations be
cause of concurrent investigations 
being performed by a special counsel. 
We held hearings simultaneously with 
the independent counsel when inves
tigations involved Anne Burford and 
the EPA Superfund. We all recall that. 
We held simultaneous hearings involv
ing Michael Deaver and Iran-Contra. 
We all recall that. We held simulta
neous hearings at the time independent 
investigations were to be conducted 
into the affairs of the BNL Bank and 
the BCCI. 

So, if there is some partisan politics 
being played in this institution, I sug
gest perhaps it comes from the other 
side. As previously shown, we Repub
licans have demonstrated a willingness 
to support oversight hearings when 
they related to matters affecting a Re
publican administration, as I have just 
cited. But in the case of Whitewater, 
oversight will be deferred-perhaps 
months, perhaps years. I think it is 
fundamentally wrong to proceed in 
such a narrow fashion when the public 
is entitled to full disclosure. 

One aspect of Whitewater that I be
lieve must be investigated immediately 
relates to the RTC's handling of crimi
nal referrals concerning Madison. I 
want to emphasize that this aspect of 
the oversight investigation will cover 
RTC's activities under both the Clinton 
and the Bush administrations. 

The underlying amendment will en
able the committee to investigate 
whether the RTC had appropriate pro
cedures in place to refer possible crimi
nal conduct involving Madison Guar
anty and whether it had appropriate 
procedures in place to follow up on any 
criminal referrals made. 

Mr. President, since the RTC was es
tablished to resolve failed institutions 
in 1989, we have seen the RTC resolve 
some 700 individual cases in some 700 
institutions. 

One of the greatest tragedies of the 
savings and loan crisis was the cost to 
the taxpayer. The RTC has estimated 
that the cost of resolving some 700 
failed institutions has been over $81 
billion. Many savings and loans, such 
as Madison Guaranty, failed because of 
criminal misconduct by insiders. Part 
of the RTC's duties include making re
ferrals to appropriate criminal authori
ties to apprise them of possible wrong
doing. 

The American taxpayer, who has so 
far paid some $81 billion to resolve 
these failed savings and loans, basi
cally has a right to know whether the 
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RTC's internal procedures regarding 
criminal procedures have been carried 
out in an adequate and prudent man
ner. 

The taxpayer also has a right to 
know specifically what transpired with 
respect to the criminal referral involv
ing Madison. Did the RTC have ade
quate procedures in place to deal with 
criminal referrals? Were these proce
dures followed in the case of Madison 
Guaranty? It is appropriate that we 
have the right and the opportunity to 
ask these questions. 

Mr. President, on September 2, 1992, 
the RTC made a criminal referral al
leging a $1.5 million check kiting 
scheme among Madison, Jim 
McDougal, and entities under Jim 
McDougal's control. The referral was 
sent to the U.S. attorney for the East
ern District of Arkansas. 

This is material that has come out of 
the investigation so far. I think it is 
germane to the authority of the com
mittee to expand and ask these perti
nent questions, and others. 

About 6 months after the referral was 
sent to the U.S. attorney for the East
ern District of Arkansas, in March 1993, 
the RTC senior investigator of Madison 
was informed that the U.S. attorney in 
Arkansas had sent this initial Madison 
criminal referral to Washington be
cause the referral was politically hot. 

What does that mean? We ought to 
know precisely what that means. 

Remarkably, when the RTC inves
tigator attempted to determine the 
status of the Madison criminal referral, 
she was told by the U.S. attorney's of
fice that there was no record of the re
ferral in the Arkansas U.S. attorney's 
office. So it took until May 1993 to de
termine where the Arkansas U.S. at
torney had sent the referral to Wash
ington, DC, claiming that he felt it was 
a conflict of interest. The main Justice 
Department in Washington ultimately 
returned the referral to Arkansas de
ciding there was ''no basis for recusal 
of the U.S. attorney," and lack of con
flict of interest. 

Were the RTC criminal referrals re
garding Madison pursued by the Jus
tice Department? Well, in October 
1993--0ctober 8, to be exact-the RTC 
sent nine additional referrals to the 
U.S. attorney and the FBI. Two weeks 
later, the new Clinton-appointed U.S. 
attorney, Paula Casey, wrote to the 
RTC to indicate the referrals had been 
declined. 

These matters involve critical ques
tions about the RTC procedures and 
the manner in which criminal referrals 
were handled at the Justice Depart
ment. 

So it remains unclear what the tim
ing was of the Justice Department's de
cline of the Madison-related criminal 
referrals. 

The committee-once the committee 
is established and functional-simply 
must investigate these matters; some 

of them are new, some of them have 
been around-and report to the Amer
ican taxpayers about how criminal re
ferrals are handled by the RTC and the 
Justice Department and whether they 
were handled properly in the Madison 
case. 

The American taxpayers should not 
have to pay one more dollar than nec
essary to bail out the savings and 
loans, and until we get the hearing 
process up and operational and have it 
broad enough so that we can address 
questions that will come up as a con
sequence of new information that 
comes about from the testimony of 
various witnesses, anything less than 
that is subterfuge of the investigative 
process with which we have an obliga
tion to proceed. 

So I urge my colleagues to reflect on 
the significance of my amendment to 
provide the American public with an
swers to questions that are out there. 
Until this body initiates a hearing 
process that is open and broad enough 
to obtain the type of information that 
the American public is going to de
mand, why, we are simply going 
through a meaningless process. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment and recognize the signifi
cance of what we are attempting to do 
here, and that is get this entire issue 
resolved and behind us so that we can 
proceed with the public business at 
hand. 

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 

MOSELEY-BRAUN). The Senator from 
South Dakota. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, 
the Senator from Alaska made ref
erence to what he argued was the need 
for broader scope in this whole affair. I 
would differ with the Senator from 
Alaska in that it is not a matter of 
scope, it is a matter of timing; a ques
tion of timing. That is really what a 
lot of this debate has been about: What 
is the appropriate timing? 

We can get into matters of scope at 
some point, as we will perhaps be re
quired to do. But as we consider what 
is appropriate for us now, if we are to 
follow the advice given us by the spe
cial prosecutor-who, again, as I indi
cated earlier, in his news conference 
earlier this spring, noted how impor
tant it was that we respect his preroga
tives as an investigator, we must un
derstand the importance of timing. 

Again, let me relate to our colleagues 
what Mr. Fiske said: 

We should be very concerned that so long 
as something can be done to protect against 
having the contents of the RTC referrals 
themselves come out in hearings, we need to 
protect scope. 

That is really what this issue is all 
about. It is protecting the scope of the 
investigation so as to enable him to 
complete his work, that we may later 
do ours. 

Let me relate our response to Mr. 
Fiske's specific concerns, outlined in 

as many ways as possible in the text of 
the amendment that is now in the na
ture of a second degree to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Alas
ka. 

That amendment, which we have 
voted on before and on which we will 
do so now again, says: 

In lieu of the matter proposed
By the Senator from Alaska. 

* * * in the fulfillment of the Senate's con
stitutional oversight role, additional hear
ings on the matters identified in the resolu
tion passed by the Senate on a vote of 98--0 on 
March 17, 1994 should be authorized as appro
priate under, and in accordance with, the 
provisions of that resolution. 

(2) Any additional hearings should be 
structured and sequenced in such a manner 
that, in the judgment of the two leaders, 
they would not interfere with the ongoing 
investigation of the Special Counsel Robert 
B. Fiske, Jr. 

Madam President, in essence, the 
amendment in the second degree to the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Alaska is the same amendment, 
the same intent, the same desire, the 
same hope, that has been expressed by 
Special Prosecutor Fiske that we do 
things in a timely way; that we take on 
the responsibilities that we agreed 
were necessary yesterday; that we fol
low through with the actions in the 
Banking Committee in July as we 
agreed yesterday; and, that any addi
tional hearings, any additional scope, 
any other questions of timing relating 
to anything related to this issue come 
at a time after that. That is all we are 
asking-proper timing in accordance 
with the special prosecutor's request. 

Let there be no doubt about what it 
is we have to do as a result of the ac
tions taken yesterday. The majority 
leader's amendment lays out precisely 
what our responsibilities are: that 
hearings and oversight ought to take 
place regarding, first, all communica
tions between officials of the White 
House and the Department of the 
Treasury or the Resolution Trust Cor
poration relating to the Whitewater 
Development Corp. and the Madison 
Guaranty Savings & Loan Association; 
second, the Park Service Police inves
tigation into the death of White House 
Deputy Counsel Vincent Foster; and, 
third, the way in which the White 
House officials handled documents in 
the office of White House Deputy Coun
sel Vincent Foster at the time of his 
death. 

We related further in the authorizing 
resolution yesterday that the commit
tee shall do everything necessary and 
appropriate under the laws and Con
stitution of the United States to con
duct a hearing specified in this section. 
It is authorized to exercise all powers 
and responsibilities of a committee 
under rule XXVI of the Standing Rules 
of the Senate and section 705 of the 
Ethics in Government Act to issue sub
poenas for the attendance of witnesses 
or the production of documentary or 
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physical evidence before the commit
tee. 

We make reference to the fact that 
the committee shall procure temporary 
or intermittent services of individual 
consultants and organizations; to use 
other governmental department per
sonnel to report violations of any law 
to the appropriate Federal, State, and 
local authorities; to expend the extent 
to which the committee determines 
necessary and appropriate any money 
that will be made available to such 
committee by the Senate to conduct 
these hearings; to require by subpoena 
or order attendance as witnesses before 
the committee or at any deposition 
persons who may have knowledge or in
formation concerning matters specified 
in this section to take depositions 
under oath; to issue commissions; and 
to notice depositions for staff mem
bers. 

Madam President, my point is that 
we have very specifically delineated 
what the investigation ought to entail, 
and we have given extraordinary pow
ers to the committee to do so -to do 
its work in proper sequence with prop
er appreciation and sensitivity to the 
ongoing investigation by Mr. Fiske. 

That is what he asked for. That is 
what we agreed to do last March 17 on 
a unanimous vote. That is what we 
again reaffirmed in our vote yester
day-to do this with proper timing, to 
do this with an appreciation of our re
sponsibilities for oversight and an un
derstanding that we cannot and shall 
not interfere with the ongoing inves
tigation by Mr. Fiske. 

So, Madam President, we really have 
no choice here. Our work is very clear. 
Our responsibility is very clear. The 
amendment in the second degree gives 
us the opportunity to expand that re
sponsibility should we see fit at some 
point in the future. 

So I would hope that we all under
stand what is going on here. Madam 
President, this is not a question of 
scope. If anything, I think this amend
ment would slow down our work, con
fuse our work, obfuscate our respon
sibilities. It is important for us to un
derstand that, with a clear delineation 
of scope, with a clear understanding of 
the authority now given to the Bank
ing Committee, we have every oppor
tunity to do our work in a meaningful 
way. 

I hope Senators will recognize that at 
the appropriate time when we vote. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. MURKOWSKI addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Alaska. 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 

I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, I listened to my 

good friend from South Dakota as he 
indicated the issue of scope versus tim
ing. I think we ought to reflect a little 
bit on the record. What did we do basi-

cally in this body on March 17 when we 
voted 98 to 0 to initiate an action by 
this body to proceed on the Whitewater 
issue? 

I quote from the RECORD, Madam 
President. 

The majority leader and the Republican 
leader should meet and determine the appro
priate timetable, procedures, and forum for 
an appropriate congressional oversight in
cluding hearings on all- -

The word all, a-1-1. 
matters related to Madison Guaranty Sav
ings and Loan Association [MGS&LJ, 
Whitewater Development Corporation, and 
Capital Management Services. Inc. [CMS]. 

As we talk about timing and scope, 
let us look at the authority that we in
vested in that vote. It was an authority 
covering all matters. Yet, the majority 
leader and the Democratic majority 
have seen fit to indicate that somehow 
we should start off with a very narrow 
scope limited to the areas that I have 
outlined in my comments. 

It is rather inconsistent with the pro
cedure to get the answers so the Amer
ican public can understand the facts 
that we should limit the scope of this. 

Let us talk a little bit more about 
consistency. The amendment that is 
pending for a vote at 2:30 by Senator 
D'AMATO would authorize the inves
tigation of commodity trades by Mrs. 
Clinton. 

My colleague from South Dakota 
says that this is not the time that this 
amendment or my amendment should 
be taken up. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let
ter from Robert B. Fiske, Jr., inde
pendent counsel, dated May 26, 1994, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF THE INDEPENDENT COUNSEL, 

Washington, DC, May 26, 1994. 
Hon. ALFONSE M. D'AMATO, 
Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Af

fairs, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR D'AMATO: I am responding 

to the two questions raised in your letter of 
May 23, 1994. 

The commodity transactions of Mrs. Clin
ton occurred during a period of time which is 
outside the applicable statute of limitations. 
We do not preclude looking into those trans
actions if circumstances develop during our 
investigation which would nonetheless make 
that trading relevant to our investigation. I 
have no present objection to any hearings 
which Congress might wish to hold on that 
subject. 

The White House review of Treasury docu
ments relating to contacts between the 
White House and Treasury officials involves 
a small number of documents which will not 
take anyone very long to review. Because of 
the risk of such documents becoming public 
prior to the completion of our investigation, 
I would prefer that you defer obtaining those 
documents at this time. I am confident that 
following that procedure will not cause any 
delay in any hearings you may decide to 
hold. 

Respectfully yours, 
ROBERT B. FISKE, Jr., 

Independent Counsel. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
I think this letter clearly counters the 
position taken by the Senator from 
South Dakota relative to the objection 
and inappropriateness of proceeding 
when special counsel is still working. 

I read the second paragraph: 
The commodity transactions of Mrs. Clin

ton occurred during a time period which is 
outside the applicable statute of limitations. 
We do not preclude looking into those trans
actions if circumstances develop during our 
investigation which would, nonetheless, 
make that trading relevant to our investiga
tion. 

Here is the part which I think points 
out where we have this inconsistency. 

Mr. Fiske's letter reads further: 
I have no present objection to any hearings 

which Congress might wish to hold on that 
subject. 

So there, Madam President, you have 
the answer. Clearly, the independent 
counsel does not object to holding 
hearings on the matter which is the 
pending D'Amato amendment. 

So I think we clearly have a legiti
mate question of when is the timing 
going to be right? Well, those on the 
other side can suggest at some point in 
time when the special counsel proceeds 
with more activity. But it is clearly 
not a pattern of the U.S. Senate to sug
gest that it cannot hold hearings while 
special prosecutors do their job. As I 
have noted time and time again, we 
have had simultaneous hearings going 
on while special prosecutors do their 
work. 

So I just do not accept the expla
nation given by the Senator from 
South Dakota as this being a rational 
reason to limit the scope to the three 
areas that the majority leader has rec
ommended to this body. 

I encourage my colleagues to con
tinue to ask the question: If the time is 
not right now to pursue the hearings in 
the broadest scope, and if indeed the 
special prosecutor cites by letter that 
he has no objection to proceeding with 
an investigation relative to hearings 
that Congress might wish to hold on 
that subject, what in reality is the ar
gument that my colleagues on the 
other side continue to proclaim as jus
tification for not expanding the hear
ings to include those i terns that the 
special prosecutor has no objection to. 
That is one of the votes we are going to 
take today at 2:30. 

I encourage my colleagues to ask 
themselves whether the American pub
lic is going to be fooled by this cha
rade-the charade is limiting the scope 
of the investigation-using the excuse 
that we cannot do anything because 
the special prosecutor has not com
pleted his investigation. 

I urge my colleagues to again exam
ine what we are doing here. Just how 
long is the American public going to 
put up with this kind of activity that 
does not present the facts to them? 

I urge, Madam President, that we ask 
ourselves the question of scope versus 
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timing and conclude it with: If not 
now, when? 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DASC!Il,E addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Dakota [Mr. 
DASCHLE], is recognized. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I 
will not belabor the point, but I think 
a couple of comments in response to 
the distinguished Senator from Alaska 
may be required here. 

First, the Senator from Alaska made 
reference to our vote on March 17. 
While he talked about the first section 
of that particular resolution regarding 
the obligation of Congress to conduct 
oversight matters relating to all oper
ations of Government, he failed to ad
dress the last section, which I am told 
happens frequently in reference to this 
particular resolution in comments 
made by Senators on the other side. 
Let me read for our colleagues that 
particular section, because that is real
ly the essence of the concern expressed 
so often by Members here. 

The hearings should be structured and 
sequenced in such a manner that, in the 
judgment of the leaders, they would not 
interfere with the ongoing investigation of 
special counsel Robert W. Fiske, Jr. 

That is the final section. That is the 
section that I addressed as I expressed 
my concerns a moment ago about tim
ing and sequence and scope. Obviously, 
the scope is a very important matter. 

Relating to a second concern ex
pressed by the Senator from Alaska, 
which is that somehow it is relevant 
for us to be considering expanding the 
scope to issues completely unrelated to 
Whitewater, I suspect that Mr. Fiske 
understood that when he responded 
that he had no objection because there 
is no relevance. Obviously, it is not dif
ficult for him to express himself in 
that manner; that is, that he has no ob
jection to things that are irrelevant. I 
am sure if we were to ask him today, 
given the revelation that Mrs. Clinton 
made yesterday that she once at
tempted to get into the U.S. Marines 
and was turned down, were we to wa.nt 
under the scope of this investigation to 
find out the reasons why the Marines 
turned down Mrs. Clinton's application 
for membership in that distinguished 
organization, we could find out. I will 
bet you anything that if we were to ask 
Robert Fiske, "Do you have any objec
tions to our query about the rejection 
by the Marines of Mrs. Clinton in 1975," 
he would probably write back, "No, go 
ahead." But what relevance does that 
have to Whitewater? What relevance 
does that have to the real intent we 
have all so consistently expressed 
about our desire to get to the bottom 
of the questions that are pending relat
ing directly to the Whitewater inves
tigation? I could come up, in 5 minutes, 
with a number of different opportuni
ties for us to have oversight investiga
tions on any one of a range of things, 

because that is our prerogative and we 
can do so. But the question is: How 
does that affect the scope of this mat
ter? How does that go directly to the 
questions that we have before us relat
ing to Whitewater? 

The closer they get to Whitewater, 
the more importance that last section 
has with regard to timing. If it is a 
Whitewater issue, Mr. Fiske said, "I 
then become very concerned about 
what you do. I want you to take notice 
about my concerns, and I hope you will 
consider timing." So the reference in 
our second amendment really is to tim
ing and the importance of sequence. 

So I hope our colleagues will not be 
confm:ied, Madam President. Any ref
erences to investigations unrelated to 
Whitewater certainly will expand 
scope, but they do not have any effect 
on the quality or the manner with 
which we ought to be conducting our
selves relating to Whitewater. I hope 
that these amendments and the oppor
tunity to vote on them later this after
noon will make that clear, as well. 

I yield the floor. 
Madam President, I suggest the ab

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
further ask unanimous consent that I 
may be permitted to speak for up to 10 
minutes, as if in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. 

LINE-ITEM VETO 
Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 

have sought recognition to comment 
about a very interesting and important 
hearing in the Judiciary Committee 
Subcommittee on Constitutional Law 
relating to the line-item veto, which I 
believe may soon be coming before the 
full Senate. It is worthy of a few com
ments at this time to summarize some 
of the testimony from a very distin
guished panel of constitutional law ex
perts. 

The resolution which I had intro
duced calls for a sense of the Senate to 
encourage the President to exercise the 
line-item veto on the legal proposition 
that the President currently has au
thority to exercise the line-item veto. 
That follows an interpretation of the 
Constitution which has been endors3d 
by a number of prominent legal schol
ars, one of whom is Prof. Forrest 
McDonald from the University of Ala
bama, who has written extensively and 
persuasively on the subject. 

Professor McDonald is a leading con
stitutional expert, historical expert, 

who has recently published a book on 
the Presidency which has been widely 
acclaimed. It is his analysis and the 
analysis of others, in which I concur, 
that the key clause, article I, section 7, 
clause 3 of the U.S. Constitution gives 
the President currently line-item veto. 

That clause was extracted from the 
Massachusetts Constitution, which has 
as its origin the effort of the Massachu
setts lawmakers, the constitutional au
thorities, to limit excessive spending. 
And clause 3 follows clause 2, which is 
the President's general veto authority. 
So that, as a matter of constitutional 
interpretation, this clause was added 
to give the President the authority to 
exercise the line-item veto. 

In this morning's hearings, there 
were a number of authorities who testi
fied on both sides of the issue, as you 
might expect on a controversial con
stitutional question. It is well known 
that there are splits of authority on is
sues like this, with the Supreme Court 
of the United States very frequently di
viding on a 5-to-4 basis. 

We know a very distinguished former 
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of 
the United States, Charles Evans 
Hughes, made one of the statements 
which has been frequently referred to, 
that the Constitution is what the Su
preme Court says it is. It is not quite 
that broad. The Supreme Court cannot 
pull an interpretation from the air. But 
there are many clauses in the Constitu
tion which are subject to various inter
pretations, and when that occurs the 
frequent course of action is for a test 
case to be brought. It is my hope that 
we will have a test case brought and 
that a sense of the Senate, saying to 
the President we submit there is a con
stitutional basis for exercising the 
line-item veto, would be most appro
priate. 

For those who may be listening on C
SP AN and for those in the gallery
there are not too many Senators on the 
floor, only two of us; you, Madam 
President, presiding, and I, speaking
the line-item veto is the authority 
which would give the President power 
to strike a given line from the appro
priations bill and strike a given line on 
any legislation which passes the Con
gress. 

Frequently, the President of the 
United States will receive appropria
tions bills, sometimes in an omnibus 
appropriations bill, in the form of a 
continuing resolution which sometimes 
is a foot thick. Some of our viewers 
may recall one of President Reagan's 
State of the Union speeches, where he 
was complaining to the Congress about 
rece1vmg enormous appropriations 
bills, which gave him the Hobson's 
choice of either signing the entire bill, 
where there were many provisions 
which he did not like, or vetoing the 
entire bill, which would have brought 
the Government to a close. 

I recall one speech of the President 
to a joint session of the Congress, 
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where he had legislation which was 
about a foot thick, balanced-I thought 
precariously-on the edge of the po
dium. And I was worried because I 
thought-and probably many others 
watching television were worried-it 
was going to fall. Then I got the point. 
President Reagan was keeping us in 
suspense. He was a master of that. And 
he had control of that hefty pile of pa
pers. But he was illustrating the point 
about a massive appropriations bill: He 
should not have to, in effect, take it or 
leave it all. 

Since that time, the Congress has 
been better in submitting 13 separate 
appropriations bills. But, still they are 
very thick and they contain many, 
many spending items. It is my view, 
and the vfow of many, many others, 
that at the time when we have a na
tional debt of $4.5 trillion, and last 
year had a budget deficit of $255 billion, 
ancl knowing the ways of the Congress 
in including many items which are ex
cessive expendi tures--the one referred 
to very frequently in today's hearing 
was a major appropriation for a tribute 
to Lawrence Welk-which hardly war
rant borrowing. 

There are many items, and Members 
do what they think is in the interests 
of their own constituents--in the 
House, their own districts; in the Sen
ate, their own States--where the ap
propriations simply do not measure up 
to a standard of national importance, 
sufficient to borrow money on. I think 
that is the standard which we have to 
apply when we pass bills. Is this item, 
is this appropriation, sufficient for us 
to borrow money? Because, when we 
have a budget of $1.5 trillion-and 
those are astronomical figures, hard to 
really quantify or understand what 
they mean-but against a budget of $1.5 
trillion, when the deficit is $255 billion, 
that means we spend $255 billion more 
than we take in in revenues--the ques
tion has to be asked, is a given item 
worth borrowing money for? I think, if 
we put it to that test, many times if we 
had this isolated, we would say that it 
was not worth paying for. 

There have been many efforts to have 
a constitutional amendment for a line
item veto. Those efforts have failed be
cause you have to come to a two-thirds 
vote. But I do think that if we voted on 
these items individually-some of the 
constitutional amendments proposed 
that if the item was vetoed on a line 
item by the President, they would 
co:ne back and would have to be over
ruled only by a simple majority as op
posed to two-thirds--! think many of 
those items, if exposed to that kind of 
specific vote, would not survive. But 
even if you have the line-item veto in
terpreted under the existing clause of 
the Constit'lltion, that the Congress 
can still override the President's veto 
if we felt strongly about it. But I think 
many, many of those items would not 
be overridden on a congressional vote. 

The specifics, for just a minute, on 
the legal interpretation, turn on the 
Massachusetts Constitution of 1780, 
adopted some 7 years before the U.S. 
Constitution. That Constitution had a 
provision which was first implemented 
in 1733, to give the Governor a check on 
unbridled spending by the Colonial 
Legislature which had put the Colony 
in serious debt. It sounds very much 
like the United States of America 
today. 

That clause was lifted totally, article 
I, section 3, clause 7, and put in the 
U.S. Constitution. There is history in 
the Federalist, comments by Alexander 
Hamilton, who wrote that the constitu
tional provision tallies exactly with 
the revisionary authority of the Coun
cil of Revision in New York, which, ac
cording to Professor McDonald, had the 
power to revise appropriations bills 
very similar to the line-item veto. 

James Madison noted the comments 
of Roger Sherman, of Connecticut, that 
"The only purpose of article I section 
7, clause 3, was to take money out-was 
to eliminate votes which took money 
out of the Treasury." So that, unless 
clause 3 had the intent of being a line
item veto, authority for the line-item 
veto, there would be no purpose for the 
clause, clause 3, in addition to clause 2, 
which provided for the President's gen
eral veto power. 

Madam President, I had an oppor
tunity to discuss this issue with Presi
dent Bush and urged him to exercise 
the line-item veto. President Bush said 
that his lawyer told him he did not 
have any authority. When he said that, 
I made the suggestion that he change 
lawyers, then I added not to tell the 
bar association because that might not 
be too good, one lawyer commenting 
about another lawyer and some of the 
rules of our profession. 

I had the chance to bring the issue up 
with President Clinton. I wrote to him 
on the subject, provided an authority, 
got a nice reply back where President 
Clinton said he did not think it appro
priate to exercise the line-item veto 
and, in fact, a representative from the 
Attorney General's office testified 
today, Assistant Attorney General 
Walter Dellinger, head of the Office of 
Legal Counsel testified that he thought 
the President did not have the line
item veto authority. But Professor 
Dellinger did say that it was a matter 
of which reasonable minds could differ. 
It would be pretty hard for him not to 
say that, considering the fact Senator 
THURMOND testified in favor of it and I 
testified in favor of the line-item veto 
and a number of others had said there 
was constitutional authority for the 
line-item veto. 

So it is not a matter which has a 
foregone conclusion, but in the context 
of the very serious deficit which we 
have and in the context of the very 
major national debt which we have in 
this country, that there is sufficient 
authority for the line-item veto. 

So I submit that it ought to be exer
cised by the President and there ought 
to be a court test case. 

Madam President, although I have 
introduced this into the RECORD before, 
I think it is worthwhile at this point 
not to submit all of the documents, but 
to submit the article by Prof. Forrest 
McDonald setting forth the constitu
tional authority for the line-item veto 
so that those who read the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD will have a fuller state
ment as to the constitutional author
ity of the President to exercise the 
line-item veto. I ask unanimous con
sent to print that article in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE FRAMERS' CONCEPTION OF THE VETO 
POWER 

(By Prof. Forrest McDonald) 
I must begin by making a couple of demur

rers or disclaimers. I am by no means an ex
pert on budgetary processes. And I have no 
policy recommendations to make. 

What I can claim some expertise in and 
what I propose to address is how the Framers 
thought, what was going on in the eight
eenth century, and what their conceptions of 
a number of subjects were, including the 
veto. When we speak of the veto power, his
torically and at present, we are actually 
dealing with two different subjects-closely, 
intimately related, but still different sub
jects. The one is executive control over 
spending; the other is the executive share in 
legislation. Historically, these were two dif
ferent things. 

The Framers were learned in history. They 
knew from Roman history of models of a 
veto that were derived from the ancient 
tribunes. But for the most part when they 
talked of vetoes, when they thought of the 
subject, they thought of British history. How 
things had evolved in England, how things 
had evolved in their own colonial experience 
and, to a lesser extent, their more immediate 
state experience since 1776, made up their 
thinking about vetoes. 

In England, the king always had a veto, 
which was in the form of his power to say no. 
If he said no or if he didn' t approve of a pro
posed body of legislation, it was not enacted. 
Thus did he exercise a share in, and a control 
over, the legislative power. The veto did not, 
however, extend to spending bills. It did not 
extend to spending bills because of the pecu
liar nature of taxation and appropriation. 

Sir William Blackstone had clearly defined 
taxes as they had come to be understood in 
the English-speaking world, " Taxes," he 
said, " are a portion which each subject con
tributes of his property in order to secure 
the remainder." Thus, taxes in the Anglo
Saxon scheme of things, were held to be a 
voluntary gift from the people to the sov
ereign. It made no sense, therefore , for the 
king to have a veto power over the gifts that 
the subjects were giving to him. What he did 
have , however, was total discretionary power 
as to how to spend it. 

As to the veto of legislation, again, Black
stone makes clear what it meant: "We may 
apply to the royal negative wha t Cicero ob
serves of the negative of the Roman 
tribunes, that the Crown has not any power 
of doing wrong, but merely of preventing 
wrong from being done." Tha t remains the 
way to think of a veto . In England, however, 
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by the eighteenth century. the veto had be
come pretty well obsolete. The last king ac
tually to exercise it on a large sale was King 
William in the 1690s. Queen Anne vetoed one 
measure and that raised such a storm of pro
test that it nearly disappeared. 

But interestingly enough, what came along 
in lieu of it was the Crown's control over 
spending. The Prime Minister, as evolved in 
the eighteenth century, was always a mem
ber of Parliament who, if he was in the 
House of Commons. was Chancellor of the 
Exchequer; if he was in the House of Lords, 
he was the Lord Treasurer. By their use of 
the appropriations which came into the 
treasury, they influenced legislation-usu
ally in a highly corrupt way to which most 
Americans eventually objected. Beyond the 
development in England, in the colonies 
there was direct experience with the veto in 
three different ways. To understand the colo
nial experience, one must remember that 
there were different kinds of colonies; pro
prietary, corporate, and royal. 

Two colonies. Pennsylvania and Maryland, 
were proprietary colonies. The Penn family 
and the Calvert family owned the land, and 
the government was whatever government 
they established. Two other colonies, Con
necticut and Rhode Island, were "corporate" 
colonies; self-governing entities. The other 
nine colonies were royal colonies; ruled by 
the Crown through his agents. The governors 
of those colonies were always agents of the 
king. 

Now, to some extent the experience was 
different in each of the three types of colo
nies. The royal governors did not exercise a 
veto at all, except in one respect, and that 
was then the lower house of the legislature 
nominated or actually appointed the mem
bers of the upper house of the legislature. 
The upper house was sort of a combination of 
today's presidential cabinet and the Senate, 
an upper house as well as an advisory execu
tive council. The royal governor had a veto-
line-item veto, as it were-over any one of 
those appointed. The royal governors were 
not required to accept or reject the whole 
slate. If there were fifteen names on a list, 
they could eliminate one or more. 

The second kind of veto development in 
the proprietary colonies. Originally. under 
the charter of government (the Charter of 
Liberties) which William Penn granted to 
the prospective citizens or subjects of Penn
sylvania, the veto was a direct copy of the 
ancient Roman system. In ancient Rome, the 
senate legislated, and the people, through 
the tribunes, had the veto power. Penn and 
his advisors proposed legislation. It went out 
to the people (through their tribunes, in ef
fect) and if the people accepted it, it was law; 
if they did not accept it, it was not law. 

By the middle of the eighteenth century, 
this system had changed. The Penn family. 
as colonial governors, or their designates as 
colonial governors, had come to have and to 
exercise repeatedly a line-item veto. They 
could take out a particular comma, a par
ticular passage, a particular appropriation. 
The veto in Pennsylvania by then applied to 
both appropriations and to normal legisla
tion and was selectively applied. It was, in 
other words, a line-item veto, though the 
phrase had yet to be coined. 

In 1696, His Majesty's Privy Council cre
ated an administrative body called the Board 
of Trade , which came to exercise the third 
kind of veto. The Board of Trade reviewed all 
legislation passed by the colonies from 1696 
to 1776. During the course of that eighty-year 
period the Board reviewed 8,563 pieces of leg
islation. The members made clear almost 

from the beginning, in 1702, that the veto 
that they were exercising in the name of the 
Crown was a selective veto, a line-item veto. 
They vetoed all or part 469 pieces of legisla
tion in the eighty years in which the Board 
of Trade oversaw the colonies.1 

The period after 1776, however, is the pe
riod of greatest interest in understanding 
the veto power that came to be part of the 
Constitution. In regard to government 
spending, from the very beginning and grow
ing out of colonial experience, appropria
tions were always made by legislatures. But 
appropriations were always permissive, not 
mandatory. A legislature voted a sum, and 
the governor, or whoever was charged with 
spending it; but he spent it at his discretion, 
so there was, built into the appropriations 
process. a kind of selective veto. Normally, 
the constitutions of several states indicated 
that expenditures were to be disbursed at the 
disrection-the sole descretion-of the gov
ernor. 

Francis Newton Thorpe's seven volumes of 
colonial charters and state constitutions 
provide an absolutely crucial set of docu
ments for understanding this formative pe
riod. For instance, North Carolina's first 
state constitution, that of 1776, made it ex
plicit that no money could be taken out of 
the public treasury except at the discretion 
of the governor. The Virginia constitution of 
1776 said the same thing. The Pennsylvania 
constitution, the Massachusetts constitution 
of 1780, the New Hampshire constitution of 
1784, and so on, all made that clear. 

In practice, legislatures made large, lump
sum appropriations. Appropriations that 
were made by the state legislatures of Vir
ginia, North Carolina, and New York during 
this period, 1776 to 1787, each had a maxi
mum number of nine headings. That would 
be for the civil list and for paying veterans' 
bonuses or invalid veterans' pensions and the 
like. Still the funds were allocated in broad, 
blanket grants of money, and it was left to 
the executive authority, usually the gov- 
ernor, to spend as he pleased within the leg
islatively established limits. 

In regard to the veto power over legisla
tion, the experience of the states in the early 
years ran as follows. Most states were loath 
to provide a veto because of the reaction 
against executive power that was built into 
independence itself.2 Two states did, how
ever, provide a veto power-New York and 
Massachusetts-and both used the word "re
vision." The word "revision" is significant 
because the American conception of the veto 
power was originally a revising power, not 
merely a nay-saying power.3 It is also signifi
cant because in Federalist No. 69, Hamilton 
describes the presidential veto as differing 
from the "absolute negative of the British 
sovereign"; rather, its power "tallies exactly 
with the revisionary authority of the council 
of revision" of New York. 

The New York Council of Revision con
sisted of the governor of the state and cer
tain judicial officers, and together they re
viewed all legislation that came before, or 
that was passed by, the New York Assembly. 
In fact, they reviewed it twice. The legisla
tion was proposed, and lest anybody act 
hastily, it had to be read three times . Then 
it went to the Council of Revision, and the 
Council looked it over selectively, and sent 
it back to the legislature, not approved or 
disapproved in total, but with recommenda
tions for revision. Normally the legislature 
would then take the proposed revisions into 
account and enact the bill into law. After it 
was enacted into law, it would come back to 
the Council of Revision, and now the Council 
had a selective veto, a line-item process. 

The Massachusetts case is rather more in
teresting, and here one sees the background 
of the now famous Clause 3 of Article 1, Sec
tion 7 of the United States Constitution. In 
1721, the legislature of Massachusetts, seek
ing to get around the prospective veto of the 
Board of Trade, had made its appropriations 
for the year by resolution, not by act. The 
Board of Trade was empowered to review all 
acts of colonial legislatures, but a resolu
tion, said the House of Representatives, was 
not an act. They made appropriations that 
way-and got away with it-until 1729, when 
the Board of Trade said that was unaccept
able. 

The House then decided to do it a different 
way. Rather than pass any resolutions, they 
undertook to pass "votes," to make appro
priations by votes. And in 1730 and 1731, the 
Massachusetts legislature made appropria
tions through votes, and significantly, it 
also disbursed the funds by votes, getting 
around the royal governor as well as the 
Board of Trade. 

Then an interesting thing happened, as al
ways happens when legislative spending has 
no effective external restraint. The public 
debts of the colony of Massachusetts became 
absolutely intolerable. The colony was going 
broke, and by 1733, the House of Representa
tives decided to give the governor a check. 
Throughout the remainder of the colonial pe
riod, the finances of the colony of Massachu
setts were kept under control because the 
legislators had had this earlier experience; 
they had learned that when legislatures are 
left to spend freely, they go beserk. 

This background makes it easier to under
stand the veto provisions of the Constitu
tion. During the Constitutional Convention 
of 1787, various proposals were made. Some 
people, Alexander Hamilton for instance, in
dicated early on that they wanted an abso
lute veto; others, Benjamin Franklin in par
ticular, opposed any kind of veto. The Con
vention decided on a qualified veto. Then, on 
August 14th and 15th, the delegates got 
around to the phraseology of the veto. There 
was some confusion on the 14th, and on the 
next day, Governor Edmund Randolph of Vir
ginia made a proposal, essentially taken 
from the Massachusetts constitution of 1780, 
to incorporate the language dealing with res
olutions and acts. The idea was to control 
the Congress by providing for a veto against 
resolutions as well as acts. 

The language of Article I, Section 7, Clause 
3, like the first clause of the section, is 
taken directly from the Massachusetts con
stitution. Both paragraphs, like their Massa
chusetts prototype, were designed to prevent 
the Congress from running amok, to make 
responsibility lie in the presidency. 

During the course of the contests over rati
fication of the Constitution, interestingly 
enough, there was very little comment about 
the veto in any way. Two Anti-Federalist 
tracts against the Constitution objected to 
the Constitution, among other reasons, be
cause Article I, Section 7, Clause 3 made too 
strong a line-item veto in the hands of the 
President. 

The only Federalist speaking in a ratifying 
convention who addressed the subject was 
Governor James Bowdoin of Massachusetts. 
Bowdoin spoke in favor of the veto in such a 
way as to suggest that he understood it to be 
a power of revision and, therefore, a selective 
power. He did not say so explicitly, but it is 
clear in light of the Massachusetts experi
ence. 

When the government was formed under 
the Constitution in 1789, and for the first two 
or three years, the Congress followed the 
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same procedure that had been followed by 
the colonies and by the several state govern
ments, that is to say, it voted general, lump
sum appropriations under headings of three 
or four departments. The veto power was as
sumed to have a dual nature . One was the 
power of revision of regular legislation, the 
other the power to control or prohibit spend
ing in particular areas. The dual nature of 
the veto experience of the Americans was 
sometimes separate, sometimes the same; 
but in both areas, the experience was that 
the negative was essentially a line-item, a 
specific thing. 

Secretary of the Treasury Alexander Ham
il ton and President Washington both took 
the position that appropriations were, again, 
permissive, not mandatory . They often shift
ed funds around and there were considerable 
hassles on occasion over such shifting. In
deed, the Anti-Federalists, who now were 
calling themselves Republicans in opposition 
to the way Hamil ton was running the Treas
ury Department, began to make investiga
tions. They argued that Hamilton was im
properly transferring funds. But Hamilton 
had always gone to Washington for approval. 
There was only one very sticky time when 
Washington could not remember that he had 
given the approval to Hamilton; but the 
point is that it was assumed that Washing
ton, as President, had the power. 

More interesting is the experience of 
Thomas Jefferson. By 1801, line-item appro
priations had become something like the 
norm. Jefferson himself had an interesting 
conception of what his veto power and what 
his powers were in relation to finances, and 
it was clearly a line-item power. 

In one famous instance Jefferson an
nounced that he refused to spend $50,000 on 
gunboats as appropriated by Congress. There 
was a good reason for Jefferson's decision in 
that instance. We were expecting war with 
Spain when the appropriations were made. 
Then, things cooled off. To Jefferson's way of 
thinking there was no longer any point in 
building the gunboats. That was not, strictly 
speaking, a reversal of the policy of Con
gress. It was merely a matter of seeing that 
the circumstances had changed and assum
ing that Congress would have changed also 
had it been in session. 

On another occasion, Jefferson again used 
a line-item veto to refuse to expend money. 
This he announced in his first annual mes
sage to Congress in 1802. Congress has appro
priated a considerable sum of money to build 
various fortifications. Nothing had changed, 
as it had in the other example, but Jefferson 
thought the fortifications unnecessary, a 
wasteful use of public funds. So he an
nounced to Congress that he had decided to 
" suspend and slacken the expenditures." He 
changed Congress' policy in this regard. Jef
ferson sent the legislation back to Congress 
to be reconsidered. During this time, he held 
it up; he refused to spend the money for a 
year. Congress did not reappropriate the 
money. The point is that Jefferson, in his 
sole discretion as President, assumed he had 
the power to decide whether the appro
priated monies should be spent or not. 

It is not just at the national level where 
we see the original understanding behind the 
veto power. The experience of the states 
after the adoption of the federal Constitu
tion is important to understanding the expe
rience of the federal government for two rea
sons. First, what the states did immediately 
after the adoption of the federal Constitu
tion is an indication of their understanding 
of what the veto power was and what, par
ticularly, Clause 3 meant. A number of 

states, upon the ratification of the Constitu
tion, adopted constitutional amendments to 
make their constitutions square with the 
new federal charter. Several states adopted 
new constitutions from scratch. Georgia did 
in 1789, Pennsylvania in 1790, and Delaware 
in the early 1790s. Kentucky's first constitu
tion was in 1792. Vermont revised its con
stitution. Tennessee got a new one, and so 
on. In each case, they adopted the phraseol
ogy of Article I, Section 7 and the governors 
began immediately to exercise the veto in a 
line-item fashion. That was their under
standing of what Article I, Section 7 meant 
when they incorporated it into their own 
cons ti tu tions. 

The second reason that the experience of 
the states is important is that in the states 
the real spending occurred. The volume of 
expenditure by government in the United 
States through the late eighteenth and 
throughout the nineteenth centuries was not 
overwhelming; the big bucks were spent at 
the state and local levels. As late as 1990, for 
example, state and local expenditures were 
ten times that of the federal government. In 
the middle of the nineteenth century, they 
would have run twenty or thirty times as 
much. Thus, if we want to know how the peo
ple and governmental institutions coped dur
ing the early years with the problem of big 
spending or excessive spending or whatever, 
we must turn to the state experience. 

By the 1820s and 1830s, spending at the 
state level had become enormous. It had got
ten out of hand because legislators had the 
capacity to collect taxes on a sufficient scale 
to spend on boondoggle&-all kinds of public 
and quasi-public project&-and governors, ex
cept in the few states which had adopted the 
equivalent of the federal Constitution's line
item veto, were powerless to cope. There was 
a collapse cycle in government spending in 
the United States throughout the nineteenth 
century. After each major financial panic-
1837, 1857, and 1873---states found themselves 
virtually bankrupt because of overspending, 
and each time this happened, there would be 
a new round of constitutional checks on the 
legislative power to spend. 

One of the things that most of the states 
adopted at some point was a requirement 
that a bill which becomes an act must have 
only one subject. 4 Some of them went so far 
as to declare that every bill had to have a 
title, that everything in the bill must per
tain to the title, and that anything not per
taining to the title was automatically an
nulled. 

Several states required that any appropria
tions for what was called the civil list (the 
government payroll for ordinary, full-time 
employees) must be made in lump sums but 
that everything else had to be in separate 
and single bills. By the 1840s, the idea of a 
line-item veto to control fiscal irresponsibil
ity in the legislatures was coming to promi
nence . It did not originate in the Confederate 
constitution as some have suggested. There 
were three Northern states which had al
ready adopted the line-item veto before the 
Civil War.s It became very common after the 
Civil War. 

The lesson that was learned in the states 
during the early years of the Republic was 
the lesson Alexander Hamilton had endeav
ored to teach in one of the Federalist essays. 
The more people there are involved in the 
decision-making process, the less responsible 
any one is, and a legislature, being a numer
ous body, in the nature of things, cannot re
strain itself. It is so numerous as to be po
litically blameless. It ceases to be respon
sible because no one is accountable. It ceases 

to exercise control over a budget. It appro
priates in vague and general terms. And, 
while the people will eagerly vote out of of
fice those elected representatives of the peo
ple who tax to an extreme, they will not vote 
them out for spending excessively. 

The only way effectively to check the ex
cessiveness of a legislature at any level, na
tional or state, is to have responsibility vest
ed in one person so that that one person 
takes all of the heat if things go out of con
trol. That is the essence of accountability; 
that is the fount of responsibility. 

Let me close with a quotation from Alex
ander Tytler, an obscure but perceptive fig
ure in the Scottish Enlightenment. (He had a 
relative who was the sole author of the sec
ond edition of the Encyclopaedia Britannica, 
but he himself was a quite secondary figure.) 
Tytler expressed a thought which every 
American in the founding generation would 
have shared, because they knew their his
tory. 

"A democracy cannot exist as a permanent 
form of government. It can exist only until a 
majority of voters discover that they can 
vote themselves largesse out of the public 
treasury. From that moment on, the major
ity always votes for the candidate who prom
ises them the most benefit from the public 
treasury, with the result being that democ
racy always collapses over a loose fiscal pol
icy." 

This is the lesson we most need to remem
ber today. 

FOOTNOTES 
1 Notice--8,563 pieces of legislation. That's all of 

the laws enacted by nine legislatures in the course 
of 80 years. That comes out to be 80 a year; that is 
nine laws per year. This is significant. The Framers' 
concept was that legislation was a simple, clear, di
rect and straightforward thing. It was limited. That 
generation did not have such things as omnibus 
bills. 

For example, the State of Virginia ordered a man 
named Hening to pull together all of the statutes 
that bad been enacted by Virginia since 1607, nearly 
200 years. It took only 13 small volumes to print all 
of the laws of 200 years. Today, statutes coming out 
of Congress tend to be long, complicated and de
tailed. 

2 Though, in the Declaration of Independence, after 
the Preamble and when it gets down to all of the " he 
bases," most of the accusations against George III 
stemmed from the King's failure to exercise the veto 
power when he should have . In the Declaration, Jef
ferson took George Ill to task for vetoing certain 
legislation, but also for not vetoing other or parts of 
other pieces of legislation. 

3 As for the use of the word " revision," see the con
stitutions of New York, 1777, §Ill; Massachusetts, 
1780, ch. 1, art. III, §1; Georgia, 1789, art. II, §10 and 
1798 art. III, § 10; Vermont, 1793, ch. II, § 16. 

4 Some states had adopted such provisions from 
the beginning; see, e.g., the Maryland constitution 
of 1776. 

5New Jersey Constitution of 1844, art. V, §7; Ohio 
Constitution of 1851 , art. II, § 16, P3; Kansas Con
stitution of 1859, art. II, §14. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair and 
yield the floor. And in the absence of 
any other Senator on the floor, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DOR
GAN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRA

TION AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 
1994 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Utah is recognized. 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I have 

spoken on occasion before about the 
question of Whitewater and the appro
priate way that the Senate should pro
ceed with respect to it. I have some ob
servations to make again today as we 
find ourselves at a point of impasse. 

I hope that the Senate can move for
ward on this. I think it is not particu
larly productive for the institution or 
for the country to have us tied up in 
the kinds of procedural wrangling that 
is going on at the moment. I want to 
make clear my position with respect to 
this whole question. 

First, I will summarize again my 
overall view of the entire Whitewater 
question. I know that staff has been 
digging very assiduously into the past 
in an effort to come up with all of the 
details of what happened with respect 
to Madison Guaranty and the 
Whitewater investment, what the par
ticipation of the Clintons were, what 
was the participation of the 
McDougals, et cetera, et cetera, et 
cetera. 

I could rehearse all of those details 
here, and I suppose they will be re
hearsed at one point or another as this 
thing goes on. I am not sure that is 
particularly useful, although I under
stand why people do it. 

For me, the whole Whitewater thing 
has come down to two basic questions. 
The first one-a troubling one that has 
been raised in the press, perhaps not in 
this distinct a fashion but overall-has 
to do with the behavior of the adminis
tration of the State of Arkansas during 
the period of time that Bill Clinton was 
the Governor. 

Very specifically, the question is 
this: Was the governorship of Arkansas 
for sale during the period of time that 
Bill Clinton held it? Or, as some of my 
friends have suggested, maybe not for 
sale, just for rent. That is a matter of 
degree. 

Did special interests decide to take 
advantage of their relationship with 
the Governor of Arkansas to their own 
benefit in such a way that would be 
considered unfair or improper? And was 
the currency with which the purchase 
may have been made in the form of fa
vors for investment opportunities or, 
as has been raised in the case of Mrs. 
Clinton, investment advice? 

I do not know the answer to that, Mr. 
President, and I am not prejudging the 
case, but I think it is a serious ques
tion that needs to be examined and 
needs to be answered. 

We have in the legal system in this 
country two levels of proof: The first 
before a grand jury, the level of reason
able suspicion of wrongdoing, and the 

second level, the removal of reasonable 
doubt. They are two steps. It is easier 
to get an indictment than it is to get a 
conviction. I think that is appropriate. 

I am not suggesting, as some of my 
friends in the media have, that the 
President and his wife are due for a 
conviction. I think it is very clear that 
any case that would answer the ques
tion-Was the governorship of Arkan
sas for sale?-has not been answered to 
the point of reasonable doubt. But I do 
think to the grand jury threshold of 
whether or not there should be an in
vestigation of that first question, 
enough has been raised to justify going 
forward. 

A special counsel, independent coun
sel, has been appointed to go forward 
to examine these details out of which 
we can get, perhaps, the ultimate an
swer to the question: Was the gover
norship for sale? 

There are those who say until the 
special counsel reports, the Congress 
has no responsibility at all to inves
tigate this matter. And that is the crux 
of what it is we are debating today and 
have been debating for past days and 
perhaps will continue to debate until 
we can arrive at some kind of solution 
to this situation. 

If we frame the question in the over
all manner that I have proposed here, 
there are some aspects of this that do 
not fall within the purview of the inde
pendent counsel. 

Very specifically, the question of 
Mrs. Clinton's profits in commodity 
trading fall outside of the jurisdiction 
of the special counsel. 

I have a letter which was addressed 
to Senator D'AMATO, the ranking mem
ber of the Banking Committee, signed 
by Robert Fiske, the special counsel or 
independent counsel, in which he 
makes it clear that that issue falls out
side of the purview of his investigation. 
He says: 

The commodity transactions of Mrs. Clin
ton occurred during a period of time which is 
outside the applicable statute of limitations. 
We do not preclude looking into those trans
actions if circumstances develop during our 
investigation which would, nonetheless, 
make that trading relevant to our investiga
tion. I have no present objection to any hear
ings which Congress might wish to hold on 
that subject. 

I ask unanimous consent that the en
tire letter be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF THE INDEPENDENT COUNSEL, 

Washington , DC, May 26, 1994. 
Hon. ALFONSE M. D' AMATO, 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af

fai rs, Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR D'AMATO: I am responding 
to the two questions raised in your letter of 
May 23, 1994. 

The commodity transactions of Mrs. Clin
ton occurred during a period of time which is 

outside the applicable statute of limitations. 
We do not preclude looking into those trans
actions if circumstances develop during our 
investigation which would nonetheless make 
that trading relevant to our investigation. I 
have no present objection to any hearings 
which Congress might wish to hold on that 
subject. 

The White House review of Treasury docu
ments relating to contacts between the 
White House and Treasury officials involves 
a small number of documents which will not 
take anyone very long to review. Because of 
the risk of such documents becoming public 
prior to the completion of our investigation, 
I would prefer that you defer obtaining those 
documents at this time. I am confident that 
following that procedure will not cause any 
delay in any hearings you may decide to 
hold. 

Respectfully yours, 
ROBERT B. FISKE, Jr. , 

Independent Counsel. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, there 
are those who say the statute of limi
tations has run. Why therefore should 
Congress look at it? 

I return to my earlier question. Was 
the governorship of Arkansas for sale 
or for rent to special interests during 
the period of time when Governor Clin
ton held it? In that context, the com
modity transactions of Mrs. Clinton 
are very relevant, and they are rel
evant today. They may not be avail
able for any kind of disciplinary action 
be taken against her or her broker if 
indeed anything went wrong or any
thing was improper. But that is not the 
point. They are appropriate in answer
ing the overall question because, if in
deed the governorship of Arkansas was 
available to be purchased, this might 
have been the currency that was used 
to make that purchase. I stress again 
the words "may" and "might" because 
nothing has been proven, and we are 
not in any way to the point of making 
conclusions beyond a reasonable doubt. 

Mrs. Olin ton herself recognized the 
appropriateness of public interest in 
this issue when she went before the Na
tion in a press conference, and an
swered any and all questions with re
spect to this. She believes that her an
swers were sufficient that the matter 
should now be closed. I respect the way 
in which she handled herself. But I 
have read carefully the answers that 
she gave. And I think there are still 
areas that for her own benefit need to 
be illuminated further. If they cannot 
be illuminated in a press conference, it 
is appropriate that they be illuminated 
in a congressional investigation. 

As I have said on this floor before, 
there is a second question which arises 
with respect to this. So what? Why 
does it concern the U.S. Senate if the 
governorship of a single State was han
dled in a way that may have tran
scended certain boundaries some years 
ago? What is the legislative purpose on 
the part of the U.S. Senate to inves
tigate these kind of things? And I re
call the comments that have been 
made in the past with respect to Sen
ate investigations to the effect that we 
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should not engage in any investigation 
that does not have a clear legislative 
purpose. Indeed, there were those who 
tried to discipline Senator Joseph 
McCarthy when he was conducting his 
investigations by saying these may 
produce interesting information, but 
they do not lead to legislative action. 
And, unless a Senate investigation 
leads to a legislative purpose, it is not 
sanctioned under the rules of the Sen
ate. 

I would be happy to live by that rule 
if indeed it had not been repealed by 
precedent. In the Congress of the 
United States long since the time of 
Joseph McCarthy, the standard has 
been changed over and over again by 
precedent the Congress has demanded 
and exercised the right to go beyond 
legislative purpose in its investigation. 

The most egregious example of that, 
which I hope we would not ever return 
to, was the investigation into the so
called October Surprise where millions 
of dollars of taxpayers' money was 
spent trying to find out whether or not 
George Bush was in Paris on a certain 
date. Since he was under Secret Serv
ice protection at the time as a can
didate for the Vice-Presidency, it 
would seem to me a very simple matter 
to determine by asking the Secret 
Service to produce their logs. But the 
Congress in its wisdom decided that 
was worthy of a full investigation, and 
they went forward and conducted the 
investigation. By allowing that to hap
pen along with other investigations 
that we have seen documented here on 
the floor in great detail, we have by 
precedent changed the rule. 

I think it inappropriate for Members 
of this body to now say that since the 
individual who would be investigated 
under the rule established by the prece
dents happens to be a Democrat, we 
must go back to the old rules and say 
no, that is out of bounds. Once a prece
dent has been established, it is lived 
by. And I believe that the Congress 
under the precedent established here in 
the Senate and in the House over the 
last 10 to 12 or 15 years clearly has an 
appropriate role to play in this cir
cumstance. 

There is a second question which 
arises out of the first. Has the Clinton 
Administration used its position to 
prevent examination of the first ques
tion? As I say, the first question is: 
Was the governorship of Arkansas for 
sale or rent? Now the second question: 
In an effort to discourage people from 
answering the first question, has the 
Clinton administration acted improp
erly? Now we go to the questions that 
the independent counsel is examining. 
That is wh~t has produced the subpoe
nas, the depositions, and in some cases 
the resignations that have occurred 
within the White House staff. 

There are those who say it is clearly 
improper for Congress to examine any 
of that because that is within the pur-

view of the independent counsel. I be
lieve you cannot cut this seamless web. 
If you are going to conduct a complete 
investigation, you must do it on the 
basis of both questions, keeping them 
linked as they inevitably must be, and 
examining them in the proper way. 
· So, Mr. President, I rise in support of 
the amendment of the ranking member 
of the Banking Committee, Mr. 
D'AMATO, who is saying let us move 
ahead with at least an investigation of 
the details of Mrs. Clinton's commod
ity transactions in an effort to get to 
the bottom of this affair. 

We make a few observations about 
those transactions which I think will 
come as no surprise to anyone who is 
familiar with the commodities market. 
This also goes to why I think Mrs. 
Clinton's press conference, admirable 
as it was, falls short of the full disclo
sure that I think the American people 
were seeking when they tuned in on 
that Friday afternoon. 

I have been involved in commodities 
transactions myself. I found them 
much too rapid for my stomach to han
dle. I have invested in the stock mar
ket most of my life. I bought some 
bonds. I dabbled in real estate. I tried 
commodities I think for about 2 or 3 
weeks. I decided this is too fast a game 
for me. I am going to go back to the 
relative quiet of the stock market be
cause the commodity market moves so 
rapidly. The margin requirements are 
such that you can lose everything in a 
matter of a few minutes. It is not 
something that I want to undertake on 
a part-time basis. 

I have talked to people who have 
made their living in the commodities 
market. Indeed, they have come to me 
voluntarily. They have said, Senator, 
we believe it is highly unlikely to the 
point of being impossible for someone 
to do what according to the press Mrs. 
Clinton was able to do on a part-time 
basis reading the Wall Street Journal 
and making up her own mind. 

The White House and Mrs. Clinton 
have subsequently changed the initial 
report that she did it all by herself. 
That is "no longer operative," to quote 
one White House staffer. But even so, 
in the minds of those familiar with the 
way the commodities market works, 
there is a lingering suspicion that 
there is still something that we have 
not been told. As I say, reading the an
swers Mrs. Clinton gave at her press 
conference, I find that that suspicion 
does not go away. Am I accusing her of 
illegal activity? No, I am not. I am sug
gesting, however, that she and we 
would benefit from a further airing of 
all of the circumstances. It is very sim
ple, Mr. President, to get that airing, 
because these transactions do not take 
place in a corner, as it were. They take 
place in an atmosphere of documenta
tion and preservation of archives. 

I understand that the people at the 
Chicago Mercantile Exchange, where 

these transactions took place, have 
maintained full records of every one of 
the transactions. People at the Chicago 
Mere have been asked to provide those 
records to the members of the Banking 
Committee. They have responded that 
they cannot do so, under their regula
tions, without the permission of the in
dividual involved. I can understand 
that, and I can applaud that. I think it 
is appropriate that we have that degree 
of privacy for individuals involved in 
financial transactions. But if indeed 
the desire stated by Mrs. Clinton at her 
press conference, which was to put this 
matter entirely behind her, what bet
ter way to do it than to produce not 
her spoken version of what happened, 
but the available written confirmation 
of what happened? And if it happened 
and she remembers that it happened, 
the written confirmation will prove 
that. If it happened in a slightly dif
ferent fashion, I am willing to grant 
her that her memory could be faulty 
this many years later, and any kind of 
innocent deviation between the written 
record and her spoken record would, in 
my view, be completely understand
able. 

However, the refusal to provide any 
of the written record does leave in the 
minds of some the suggestion that the 
written record might indeed be damag
ing to her overall case. If I were advis
ing Mrs. Clinton, I would say: You do 
not want to leave that impression in 
anybody's mind. Review the written 
records yourself first, by all means, but 
then if indeed they correspond to what 
you have said to the American people, 
make them available to the American 
people, and make them available in the 
forum that will give you the highest 
credibility, which is the Senate Bank
ing Committee. The request has been 
made; the request has not been re
sponded to. 

I respectfully suggest that the way to 
see that it is responded to, for Mrs. 
Clinton's benefit, as well as the coun
try's, is for the amendment offered by 
the Senator from New York [Mr. 
D'AMATO], to pass and for the Banking 
Committee to be allowed to pursue its 
request for these written records. 

Mr. President, that is really all I 
have to say about the substance of the 
matter. I cannot resist, however, since 
I have the floor, making a somewhat 
more whimsical comment in this cir
cumstance out of a personal observa
tion here. 

I am one of those who cannot really 
begin the day without visiting the 
comics page and getting my fix from 
"Calvin and Hobbes" and 
"Doonesbury." "Calvin and Hobbes" is 
currently in remission, if you will, the 
author of that strip being on extended 
sabbatical and recycling old strips, all 
of which I have read. And so I turn to 
"Doonesbury" for my daily dose of 
humor. 

Unfortunately, "Doonesbury" is 
spending its time these days talking 
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about medieval church documents re
lating to marriage ceremonies. I regret 
the fact that Mr. Trudeau's politics 
prevents him from treating this matter 
with the same sense of humor that he 
brought to Vice President Quayle's ex
perience with the National Guard, or 
President Bush's membership in Skull 
and Bones at Yale. Can you imagine 
how much fun we would have with 
"Doonesbury" if Webb Hubbell had 
been named Ed Meese, or how much de
light we would have about the actions 
of Mr. McDougal, if indeed his name 
had been Neil Bush? I can only specu
late as to how much fun "Doonesbury" 
and his characters would have with the 
White House if Nancy Reagan had fired 
the chief usher and the chef. 

I would hope that at some point soon 
we would have a Republican adminis
tration so that "Doonesbury" can once 
again start dealing with political mat
ters instead of spending all of his time 
in medieval marriage ceremonies. I 
would hope that Mr. Trudeau would 
somehow find it in his heart to at least 
see some humor in the way this whole 
thing is playing out instead of giving 
us a complete blackout of his ability to 
skewer the important and the mighty. 

I realize as I say this I run the risk of 
being skewered myself as Mr. D'AMATO 
has been, but I take solace in the fact 
that I am neither as important nor as 
mighty as Senator D'AMATO and it will 
take me some years before I rate any 
kind of a mention in the "Doonesbury" 
strip. 

I yield the floor. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I am 
advised by my staff that this has been 
cleared, and they have been advised by 
Republican staff that this has been ap
proved. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that upon the disposition of Sen
ator D'AMATO's amendment No. 1782, 
the Senate vote on Senator MITCHELL'S 
amendment No. 1785; that upon the dis
position of amendment No. 1785, the 
Senate vote on Senator MURKOWSKI's 
amendment No. 1784, as amended, if 
amended, with the preceding all occur
ring without any intervening action or 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, this 
means that there will be two rollcall 
votes beginning at 2:30, on the second
degree amendment which I have offered 
to Senator D'AMATO's amendment, and 
the second-degree amendment which I 
have offered to Senator MURKOWSKI's 
amendment. My hope is that if our col
leagues have additional amendments, 
they will present them and we can put 
those in line for a vote as well at 2:30. 

We are making little progress on this 
bill, and I merely repeat what I said 
yesterday afternoon, that we will be in 
session this week until we complete ac
tion on this bill and on the legislative 

appropriations bill and, hopefully, on 
one or more nominations. It appears 
now that it will require a very late ses
sion this evening, at the rate we are 
proceeding on this bill, and a very late 
session tomorrow evening, and all dur
ing the day on Friday. I hope that does 
not occur, but I want everyone to be 
aware of that so that they can adjust 
their schedules accordingly. Finally, I 
encourage our colleagues that if they 
have amendments, it is better to offer 
them during the day and get some 
work done during the day, rather than 
wait and have so many amendments 
and votes in the evening. 

So I encourage our colleagues, who I 
am advised do have other amendments, 
to come forward and offer them, and 
let us debate them and vote on them. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, it is not 
appropriate for a Senator to stand on 
the floor of the U.S. Senate and to spe
cifically address those in the gallery. 
But I do think, Mr. President, it is ap
propriate and I think justifiable that a 
Senator stand on the Senate floor and 
explain to those watching this perform
ance of the U.S. Senate this afternoon 
and to educate the citizenry on exactly 
what is taking place in the greatest de
liberative body in the world. 

What we have before this body this 
afternoon is an amendment offered by 
some of our colleagues on the Repub
lican side of the aisle. The contents, or 
98 percent of the contents, of this par
ticular amendment have already been 
dealt with and basically disposed of in 
another amendment offered by the Sen
ator from New York [Mr. D'AMATO]. 

After his amendment basically went 
down, our colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle devised a way to basically 
stop all legislative business from being 
conducted by the U.S. Senate, attempt
ing, second, to embarrass the adminis
tration, and, third, to make certain 
that no legitimate business, such as 
welfare reform and health care and ap
propriations measures that we do have 
an obligation to attend to, to make 
certain, Mr. President, that none of 
those important matters that truly af
fect every American in this country 
are considered by the U.S. Senate at 
this time. 

Well, under the rules 0f the Senate, 
as the distinguished Presiding Officer 
fully knows, any Senator basically can 
stop this body in i.ts tracks, not only 
with a filibuster but also with the 
threat of a filibuster. That is known. 

That is a part of the rules of this body. 
Whether we like them or not, whether 
we agree with them or not, that basi
cally would be the rules of the U.S. 
Senate. 

Mr. President, this is a different situ
ation from that. Here we have our col
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
offering a series of amendments to 
take up the Senate's time, to waste the 
Senate's time, to waste the taxpayers' 
time of this body, and to make certain 
that we do nothing which is meaning
ful and constructive for this country. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
D'AMATO], our good friend, our distin
guished colleague from New York, has 
stated that this is not the only amend
ment that is going to be brought up in 
this manner; that he might have-and I 
think I am quoting correctly; I was not 
here earlier in the day-but I think 
Senator D'AMATO is intimating that he 
may have from 44 to 45 or 46 variations 
of this amendment. 

Well, once again, for the benefit of 
the public, so that they will know what 
our rules of the Senate are, we have, 
Mr. President, for their information, a 
15-minute rollcall vote. That is how 
long we have to get from our commit
tees and our offices and our other func
tions and duties from around the Cap
itol and on Capitol Hill or our homes or 
wherever we might be. We have to 
come to the floor and we have 15 min
utes to answer our name or we are 
marked absent. 

So if the Senator from New York has 
45, let us say, amendments remaining, 
one, I wish he would be here and offer 
them so we would know what they 
would be. Second, I wish the Senator 
from New York would be here this 
afternoon with the rest of us-there is 
only 1 percent, by the way, of the U.S. 
Senate in the Chamber at this time; 
the rest are gone. But Senator 
D'AMATO and his friends should be 
here, I think, offering amendments, de
bating amendments, talking about 
what he wants to do or does not want 
to do. 

But he is absent without leave. He is 
a.w.o.l., Mr. President. He is gone. He 
has fled. 

What we have here is a vote coming 
up at 2:30, and another following that. 
And then we only assume that the Sen
ator from New York, or other of his 
colleagues, will start offering 44 or 45 
other amendments, at 15 minutes each. 
At 15 minutes each on a rollcall vote, 
Mr. President, it does not take a rock
et scientists to figure out that, from 
that point forward, when those amend
ments are offered, we are going to see 
the Senate in a state of total and com
plete paralysis. We will be doing noth
ing but voting. We will be voting all 
night and all day and all night and all 
day; and, Mr. President, the business of 
the country, the real business of the 
country, will be suffering. 
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Mr. President, what is this amend

ment all about and why is this amend
ment being offered? 

It is being offered basically to delay. 
It is being offered by those on the other 
side to prevent us, as I have said, from 
doing anything constructive. But, more 
importantly, it is being offered in an 
attempt to embarrass this administra
tion and to elongate this process, this 
very complicated process, of the 
Whitewater investigation. 

Once again, Mr. President, for the 
benefit of all of us, we should all know 
that on March 17, by a vote of 98 to 
nothing, this Senate adopted a resolu
tion which proclaimed without one dis
senting vote that we were going on 
record in cooperating with Mr. Fiske, 
the special counsel in the Whitewater 
investigation; that we were in good 
time going to have a hearing and that 
that hearing would be one that would 
completely and totally comply with 
the other aspects of this investigation. 

The reason that this side of the aisle 
wants to make certain that compliance 
is made available to Mr. Fiske and his 
staff is because, hopefully, we have 
learned lessons from the past. Those 
lessons from the past were that our 
country, even trying to exert our good 
intentions, even though trying to find 
facts and bring evidence to the fore
front, actually did damage to several 
legal processes in the past. 

I think the majority leader, in his 
very eloquent manner, has succinctly 
stated what this issue is all about. This 
particular issue today that we are de
bating is an issue that reflects a total 
lack of a policy or a program on the 
economy, on the appropriations meas
ures that will be coming before the 
U.S. Senate, on health care, on welfare 
reform, on crime--a total lack of a pol
icy or a program, as the majority lead
er has said. The only program at this 
point that is forthcoming from the 
other side is Whitewater. Whitewater. 
Whitewater. 

How many times over the past sev
eral months have we heard Whitewater 
on the floor of the U.S. Senate? I am 
sure we will hear it a lot more. I am 
sure in the next days and nights of long 
and perhaps all-night sessions when 
our colleagues on the other side bring 
forth their 40-some-odd amendments, 
that we will hear a lot more discussion 
about Whitewater. 

Mr. President, I think today we 
should set the record straight as to 
what this debate is all about, why it 
has been instigated, why we are here 
this afternoon basically doing nothing, 
treading time. We are talking on a 
treadmill, hour after hour after hour. I 
am afraid we are not getting any re
sults or any advantages from it. 

I hope we can talk our friends on the 
other side into basically a limitation of 
some amendments so we can pass this 
bill. This, by the way, Mr. President, as 
all of us know, is the airport bill. There 

are a lot of issues encompassed, em
bodied in this particular legislation 
that affect many of the Nation's small
er airports--our communities. I am 
sure they are anxiously awaiting us to 
complete this basically nonsensical pa
rade of amendments that have been 
and will be offered to this legislation so 
we can get on with the substance of 
what the U.S. Senate ought to be at
tempting to accomplish. 

Mr. President, in just a moment, I 
am going to come back and seek rec
ognition and make a very, very brief 
announcement. Until that time, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

HONORING THE ARKANSAS 
RAZORBACKS 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, this is a 
very brief announcement for the bene
fit of our colleagues in the Senate. It 
gives me great pleasure on behalf of my 
senior colleague, Senator DALE BUMP
ERS, and myself, to announce that the 
Members of the U.S. Senate are invited 
at 4:30 p.m. this afternoon to room S-
146 to receive and to mix and mingle 
with and to meet the national cham
pion basketball team, the Arkansas 
Razorbacks. In S-146 we will be honor
ing the Razorbacks. As we speak now, 
the Razorbacks are attending a func
tion, being honored by the President 
and Mrs. Clinton at the White House. 
And at 4:30 they will be here and we 
cordially invite all of our colleagues to 
come by and meet those great cham
pions. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Alaska is recognized. 

Mr. STEVENS. May I inquire, is it 
proper for me to introduce a bill at this 
time, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will 
require unanimous consent as in morn
ing business. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be able to in
troduce a bill and make a 30-second 
comment about that bill at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
· objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. STEVENS per

taining to the introduction of S. 2191 

are located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
AKAKA). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRA
TION AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 
1994 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I rise 

to make several observations concern
ing the so-called Whitewater investiga
tion that we are now considering before 
the Senate. 

One is my real disappointment in the 
tactics that are employed by the ma
jority leader to prevent consideration 
of Republican amendments, amend
ments that are offered on this side. Ba
sically, most all of these amendments 
are to expand the very narrow scope of 
the investigation that is now proposed 
by the majority leader. 

The majority leader has only three 
narrow areas that can be investigated. 
The Senator from New York has pro
posed 17 areas. We have amendments 
that would allow two additional areas 
to be examined by the investigation. 

I have looked into a little bit of his
tory and find that almost all the inves
tigations that we have had and the 
hearings that we have had in the past 
have been fairly broad, as they should 
be. Really, when you begin an inves
tigation, you do not know where it is 
going to lead, but to have one so con
scripted as to not allow you to get into 
basic issues and answer basic ques
tions, I think, is misleading the Amer
ican public. 

I think it is trying to say, yes, we are 
going to have hearings but, in reality, 
the hearings proposed by the majority 
leader are so narrow in scope that I do 
not even know why we wo11ld bother. 

I have looked a little bit into hear
ings. I notice when we had the AB
SCAM hearings, investigations, when 
we passed a resolution calling for it, it 
said "such other related matters as the 
Select Committee deems necessary in 
order to carry out its responsibilities." 

In looking, in addition, to the Senate 
Iran-Contra Committee, the committee 
was given authority to, 

* * * investigate and study any activity, 
circumstance, material or transaction hav
ing a tendency to prove or disprove that any 
person engaged in any illegal, improper, un
authorized or unethical conduct in connec
tion with the shipment of arms to Iran or use 
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of the proceeds from arms sales to provide 
assistance to the Nicaraguan rebels. 

The Senate Watergate Committee 
was specifically authorized to, 

* * * investigate any activities, materials 
or transactions which have a tendency to 
prove or disprove that a person engaged in il
legal , improper, or unethical activities in 
connection with the Presidential election of 
1972. 

In other words, there was very broad 
discretion given to the committee to 
investigate the allegations. That is not 
the case in the so-called Whitewater 
investigation resolution proposed by 
the majority leader. It is conscripted, 
very narrow, very defined, very limited 
and does not allow the committee to go 
into other areas. 

Now, some people might say this is a 
witch hunt but far from it. I am look
ing at several items, a couple of the 
amendments that we have pending, one 
of which is RTC's internal handling of 
Madison criminal referrals. Why should 
not Congress look at that? Why in the 
world would we even say that we are 
going to have Whitewater hearings if 
we cannot look at RTC's referral of 
criminal investigations? 

I think that the Mitchell resolution 
is a sham. I think it is a coverup. I am 
really disappointed. 

I might just mention a couple of 
things. One, I do not know that one 
party or the other party is going to 
maintain control of the Senate. I have 
only been in the Senate for 14 years. I 
have been in the Senate when Repub
licans have been in control, and I have 
been in the Senate when Democrats 
have been in control. But I cannot re
call any time where we have tried to 
restrict an investigative committee or 
hearings and limit their scope as so 
narrowly proposed by the majority 
leader. 

I look at other things the Senator 
from New York suggested we look into: 
The relationship between Madison and 
other federally insured institutions and 
Whitewater Corp. 

Now, people are calling this the 
Whitewater hearings or investigation, 
but why can we not look at the rela
tionship between Madison Guaranty 
and Whitewater? 

Madison Guaranty lost millions of 
dollars and the taxpayers had to bail it 
out. I am not sure exactly how many 
millions but I have heard $50, $60-some 
million-millions of dollars. They lost 
a lot of money. They were involved in 
financing Whitewater. President and 
Mrs. Clinton owned half of Whitewater, 
but yet we are precluded from looking 
into Madison Guaranty and their oper
ation and their connection with 
Whitewater? We should not call them 
Whitewater hearings if we are not 
going to investigate some of the facts 
pertaining to Madison Guaranty and 
Whitewater Corp. 

As a matter of fact, in the resolution 
the majority leader has proposed, there 

is almost no mention of Whitewater. I 
am looking at Senator MITCHELL'S res
olution. It says, "Whether improper 
conduct occurred regarding commu
nications between officials of the 
White House and the Department of 
Treasury or RTC regarding Whitewater 
and Madison" but not really did Madi
son bail out Whitewater. 

What happened to those millions of 
dollars? Were there soma illegal activi
ties? Were campaign contributions 
made from Madison Guaranty to Presi
dent Clinton's campaign? Can those be 
investigated? Not under the majority 
leader's resolution. 

There have been a lot of allegations. 
I am not going to repeat all the allega
tions. I am not saying they are sub
stantiated. But certainly they should 
not be precluded from the investiga
tion. Possibly the investigation would 
clear up a lot of the allegations that 
have been made favorably to the Clin
tons. They should Wi:i.nt that to happen. 
We should want all the facts to be 
made known, be made public and really 
get this issue behind us. We cannot do 
this under Senator MITCHELL'S resolu
tion. 

There are several other questions. 
Should we investigate the management 
and business activities of Whitewater 
including personal, corporate and part
nership tax liability? Should we inves
tigate conflicts of interest and cost 
controls in the representation of the 
RTC and other Federal banking agen
cies or other regulatory agencies? That 
is a legitimate oversight responsibility 
of Congress, and yet we are going to be 
precluded from asking questions about 
RTC and their oversight and possible 
conflicts of interest? How can we call 
this a hearing? I think we should be 
ashamed if we have so-called 
Whitewater hearings but we are going 
to have the scope so narrowly defined 
as proposed by the majority leader. 

A couple other comments, Mr. Presi
dent, I want to make and that concerns 
the tactics which are now employed by 
the majority leader in preventing 
Members of this side of the aisle from 
offering amendments. The majority 
leader right now-and I wish to be cor
rected if I am incorrect-has offered 
the same amendment three or four 
times as a second-degree amendment 
to whatever first-degree amendment 
the Senator from New York or the Sen
ator from Alaska or a Member from 
this side of the aisle have offered. 

The amendments that have been of
fered on this side of the aisle have been 
to expand the scope of the investiga
tion, so it would not be a sham, it 
would not be a coverup. But in every 
case the majority leader has offered 
amendments that strike whatever 
amendment is offered on this side and 
inserted new language, and that new 
language is the same langul'l.ge we have 
already passed. And it basically says 
let us have the hearings, let ua have 

them at the end of July, let us have 
them conclude no later than the end of 
this session, and let us keep them nar
rowly focused to these three items. In 
other words, no expansion whatsoever 
in the hearings. 

So by the majority leader doing 
that-he has proven he has the votes. 
He has had 56 votes on 3 or 4 occasions 
already-he is precluding this side from 
offering any amendment. 

Now, I have been here 14 years, and I 
know that both sides have played the 
game. They will have a first degree and 
maybe a second degree to get a vote on 
their amendment. Well, the majority 
leader is precluding us from any votes, 
period. And he is using a so-called pol
icy of prior recognition of the majority 
leader. I do not think that is a rule. I 
might mention to the Chair and I 
might inquire later of the Par
liamentarian if that is a Senate rule. I 
think it is more of a Senate custom. 

I will make a parliamentary inquiry. 
Is it a Senate rule that the majority 
leader is automatically recognized or is 
the Senate rule such that the President 
of the Senate would recognize which
ever Senator seeks recognition first? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair responds to the Senator from 
Oklahoma by telling the Senator that 
if recognition was sought simulta
neously, then the majority leader 
would be recognized first. Otherwise, 
the Senator who seeks recognition is 
given recognition by the Chair. 

Mr. NICKLES. I thank the Chair, and 
that is my recollection, too, that 
whichever Senator seeks recognition 
first should be so recognized by the 
Chair. 

I might mention I am not sure that is 
what is happening right now. I might 
also mention to my colleagues, a cou
ple of whom are on the opposite side of 
the aisle and may wish to speak on this 
issue, that they should remember a 
couple of things. If the practice that 
the majority leader is trying to fol
low-and I hope not successfully
should be extended to this and other is
sues, then the minority party has no 
right to offer any amendments, or has 
no right to have their amendments 
considered because the majority will 
come in and offer second-degree 
amendments which strike or strip the 
first-degree amendment. 

Now, that in its most narrow inter
pretation means, minority, you cannot 
offer an amendment because whatever 
you do, we are going to offer a second
degree amendment, even if we have to 
pass the same amendment 10 times or 
maybe 17 times. Or the Senator from 
New York has 47 amendments. Maybe 
we are going to spend 3 weeks on this 
bill because the majority leader wants 
47 votes on his amendment. But some 
of us feel very strongly. We think it is 
important to have a Whitewater inves
tigation. We think it is important to 
have a decent investigation, not a 
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coverup or a sham and have it have 
some authority to look into serious is
sues. 

But I will tell my colleagues that I 
think it is even more important that 
we have the minority rights respected 
and not have a parliamentary proce
dure where basically, if you are in the 
minority party, your amendments are 
not going to be recognized. 

I mention this for a couple of rea
sons. One of my colleagues on the other 
side may well be in the minority. I hap
pen to be one who kind of believes in 
fighting for the rights of the minority. 
It is one of the good things about being 
in the Senate. This is not the House of 
Representatives. I do not want it to be 
the House of Representatives. The mi
nority has very little authority or very 
little opportunity to offer amendments 
in the House. I think that maybe 
should go under review. They are look
ing at trying to get us to change our 
rules concerning extended debate. I 
think they might look at their rules 
and allow the minority to offer some 
amendments. 

But that is not my purpose in speak
ing today. My purpose is to say: Wait a 
minute. We should not get into a proce
dure where we allow, in effect, the ma
jority to automatically recognize 
themselves for the purpose of offering 
second-degree amendments, precluding 
the minority from offering and having 
votes on their amendments. 

Some of us, I might mention, are 
going to be willing to spend a little 
time to try to protect minority rights 
so we can offer amendments. It may be 
on this bill. It may be on some other 
bill. But we should not find ourselves 
in a situation where no matter what 
the amendment is, no matter how mer
itorious, we are not going to get a vote 
on it because the majority leader or his 
designee says no, we are not going to 
have a vote on that; we will just have 
a vote on our second-degree amer,d
ment. 

I think if we fall into that pattern, 
that is a serious mistake and a real 
loss to the Senate as an institution, as 
a legislative body. I just hope we do 
not allow that to happen. I hope we do 
not set the precedent for that happen
ing on this particular issue. 

One final comment. I see two of my 
colleagues wish to speak. Whitewater 
is important. It is important that we 
get the facts out. It is important that 
we have the hearings and we get all 
these issue resolved. There is no way in 
the world we can get it resolved with 
Senator MITCHELL'S resolution. I hope 
the press has a chance to look at what 
little his resolution calls for as far as 
the investigation. If they can call that 
an investigation in good conscience, I 
think they are sadly mistaken are or 
misled. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. PRYOR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR). 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair for recognizing me. 

Mr. President, I was listening in
tently to my good friend, Senator 
NICKLES from Oklahoma. If my mem
ory serves me correctly-I think it 
does, and I hope it will-last week, in 
negotiations with the Senator from 
New York [Mr. D'AMATO], with regard 
to a potential series of amendments 
that would be offered by the Senator 
from New York and/or Senators from 
the other side of the aisle relative to 
the Whitewater investigation, it is this 
Senator's understanding that the Sen
ator from New York was offered the op
portunity-I repeat, that the Senator 
from New York was offered the oppor
tunity-by the majority to have any 
and all of the amendments that he 
would bring forth before the Senate to 
be disposed of by an up-or-down vote. 
He had one amendment, according to 
good information, that encompassed 
everything, and that he is now bringing 
separate, I say before the Senate at 
this time. 

So Senator D'AMATO from New York 
had an opportunity to have an up-or
down vote. 

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. PRYOR. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. NICKLES. To get a definitive an

swer, I think you may need Senator 
MITCHELL and Senator D'AMATO. It is 
my understanding that Senator 
D'AMATO was not offered the oppor
tunity to have a vote on his amend
ment without it being subject to sec
ond degree by the majority leader, and 
also was not offered the opportunity to 
have individual second-degree amend
ments to expand the scope of the inves
tigation. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, let me re
spond to my friend from Oklahoma. 
Fine; if we want to get any confirma
tion from the majority leader and the 
Senator from New York, that is fine. It 
is my understanding that the proposal 
was put to Senator D'AMATO that if 
there was a resolution considered, if a 
resolution were considered, that there 
would be an up-or-down vote on the 
resolution offered by the Senator from 
New York. 

To me, this is a very fair balance. It 
was something the majority offered to 
the Senator from New York. The Sen
ator from New York turned this pro
posal down. Therefore, it only makes 
sense that every time the Senator from 
New York now offers an amendment 
which takes out one little segment at a 
time-we understand he has 45 amend
ments left to go-that it is only natu
ral that from this side of the aisle, we 
would attempt to second-degree these 
amendments. 

The Senator from New York had that 
opportunity. He turned that oppor
tunity down, and therefore put himself 
and the Senators on the other side of 
the aisle in the condition or in the pre-

dicament, you might say, that the Sen
ator from Oklahoma is now referring 
to. 

Mr. President, we are going to vote, I 
understand, in about 5 or 6 minutes. 
But on a related matter, the Senator 
from Oklahoma was talking about a 
huge loss by the Madison Guaranty. I 
think the loss, Mr. President, was $46 
million. To me, that is a huge loss. 
That is a lot of money. No one is proud 
of that loss. But I say to the Senator 
from Oklahoma that if he wants to in
vestigate Madison Guaranty for a $46 
million loss, then why do we not go 
ahead and investigate all of the S&L's 
in the State of Oklahoma that lost 100 
times that much? Why do we not just 
include those in the resolution, and in
vestigate those criminal referrals, if 
they were, and all of the activities sur
rounding RTC and the failed S&L's in 
the State of Oklahoma? 

I think that might be a fair propo
sition. What is good for the goose is 
good for the gander. 

So if we are going to enlarge the 
scope, let us go ahead and go full blast 
with it. 

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I was 

presiding for an hour and listening to 
some of the discussion on the floor. 
When people talk about minority 
rights in the Senate, I would observe 
for all who watch the Senate p;:-oceed
ings that the minority rights include 
the ability since last Thursday, and 
now it is Wednesday, to prevent the 
Senate from doing virtually anything. 
For those who wonder what the Senate 
is doing, it is considering a bill reau
thorizing the FAA, which has to do 
with building airports. But is that 
what we are discussing since last 
Thursday? No, we are not. The minor
ity has the right to do what they are 
doing. 

So when someone stands up and says 
somehow minority rights have been ab
rogated, I think what a lot of nonsense. 
The minority rights have not been ab
rogated. We are tied up precisely be
cause they are exercising the right 
they have on the floor to prevent the 
Senate from moving on the bill that is 
on the floor. 

I said last week-and I think it bears 
repeating·-that we live in a time when 
scandals are jet propelled. Any scandal 
gets wings of its own through the 
media and through the political sys
tem. We have a sophisticated political 
system now in which its participants 
understand it is far easier to motivate 
people to be against something than 
for something. What is happening-and 
it is happening with this discussion 
about Whitewater-is that we use care
less language; we use innuendo. Mark 
Twain once said, "A lie travels halfway 
'round the world before the truth gets 
its shoes on.'' 
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I think we ought to figure out what 

the facts are on Whitewater. We have a 
special counsel appointed, a Repub
lican, investigating Whitewater. We 
have agreed to hold hearings on 
Whitewater. None of that is an issue. 
That is not what this is about. This is 
about politics out here on the floor of 
the Senate for 5 days, holding up the 
important business of the Senate. 

Lest anybody wonder, may I remind 
some of where we are in this country? 
There are 23,000 murders a year; 110,000 
rapes in a year; 1.1 million aggravated 
assaults in America in a year. We have 
10 million people out of work and 25 
million people living on food stamps. 
We have 35 to 40 million people with no 
health insurance. We have 4 million ba
bies born a year in this country, and 
1.25 million are born without two par
ents present. 

Does anybody think much about 
these problems which we face? Or are 
we going to be content to tie this body 
up in knots over Whitewater? 

I would not encourage those who say, 
well, Whitewater is unimportant and 
we have too many important things to 
consider. It is not unimportant. But 
that is not the way it is being treated. 
We have a special prosecutor. And we 
have agreed to hearings. 

Let us not use Whitewater as a polit
ical circus to obscure and delay dealing 
with all of the other issues that 
confront us in this country. Let us get 
to the facts and get to the bottom of 
Whitewater- and we will, and we 
should. But let us also get to the busi
ness of the U.S. Senate in dealing with 
some of the other crucial problems we 
face in this country. 

I inquire of the Chair, is the vote on 
hand at 2:30? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. DORGAN. I yield the floor. 
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1783 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question now 
occurs on amendment No. 1783 offered 
by the Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. DASCHLE] for the majority leader. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on amendments 
numbered 1783 and 1785, en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays are ordered, and 

the clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any other Senators in the Chamber de
siring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 56, 
nays 44, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boren 

[Rollcall Vote No. 140 Leg.) 
YEAS-56 

Boxer Byrd 
Bradley Campbell 
Breaux Conrad 
Bryan Daschle 
Bumpers DeConcini 

Dodd Kerrey Nunn 
Dorgan Kerry Pell 
Exon Kohl Pryor 
Feingold Lau ten berg Reid 
Feinstein Leahy Riegle 
Ford Levin Robb 
Glenn Lieberman Rockefeller 
Graham Mathews Sar banes 
Harkin Metzenbaum Sasser 
Heflin Mikulski Shelby 
Hollings Mitchell Simon 
Inouye Moseley-Braun Wells tone 
Johnston Moynihan Wofford 
Kennedy Murray 

NAYS-44 
Bennett Faircloth McCain 
Bond Gorton McConnell 
Brown Gramm Murkowski 
Burns Grassley Nickles 
Chafee Gregg Packwood 
Coats Hatch Pressler 
Cochran Hatfield Roth 
Cohen Helms Simpson 
Coverdell Hutchison Smith 
Craig Jeffords Specter 
D'Amato Kassebaum Stevens 
Danforth Kempthorne Thurmond 
Dole Lott Wallop 
Domenici Lugar Warner 
Duren berger Mack 

So the amendment (No. 1783) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1782, AS AMENDED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question now 
occurs on agreeing to amendment num
bered 1782, as amended, offered by the 
Senator from New York [Mr. D'AMATO]. 

The amendment (No. 1782), as amend
ed, was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1785 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1784 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question now 
occurs on agreeing to amendment num
bered 1785 offered by the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. DASCHLE] for the 
majority leader, Mr. MITCHELL]. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA
HAM). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 55, 
nays 44, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 

[Rollcall Vote No. 141 Leg.) 

YEAS-55 
Dorgan Kohl 
Exon Lau ten berg 
Feingold Leahy 
Feinstein Levin 
Ford Lieberman 
Glenn Mathews 
Graham Metzenbaum 
Harkin Mikulski 
Heflin Mitchell 
Hollings Moseley-Braun 
Inouye Moynihan 
Johnston Murray 
Kennedy Nunn 
Kerrey Pell 
Kerry Pryor 

Reid 
Riegle 
Robb 
Rockefeller 

Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Dole 
Domenici 
Duren berger 

Sar banes 
Sasser 
Shelby 
Simon 

NAYS-44 
Faircloth 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

NOT VOTING-I 
Breaux 

Wells tone 
Wofford 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Simpson 
Smith 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thurmond 
Wallop 
Warner 

So the amendment (No. 1785) was 
agreed to. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1784, AS AMENDED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question recurs 
on amendment No. 1784, as amended, 
offered by the Senator from Alaska 
[Mr. MURKOWSKI]. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1784), as amend
ed, was agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I under

stand there are some other items about 
to take place. I will not take long with 
my colleagues. 

A friend called me last night from 
Vermont and asked: "What in heaven's 
name is going on in the U.S. Senate? I 
watch this march up the hill, down the 
hill, up the hill, down the hill on the 
same issue over and over again." 

He said does anybody think that they 
are getting some kind of credit with 
the public by constantly raising the 
issue of Whitewater when they know 
that there is a special prosecutor look
ing into this subject, when they know 
there is going to be, by resolution, that 
we voted 98-0 for oversight hearings. 

We are going to have such a hearing. 
We are going to have such an investiga
tion. He said, "Could it possibly be 
that there are some who do not want 
you to reach debates on bills involving 
the airports in the United States, ap
propriations bills, health care, or other 
issues?" 

He said, "What in heaven's name
what is this costing?" 

I said, "Well, actually hundreds of 
thousands of dollars by the time you 
figure in the cost of everybody from 
staff to those who run the Senate to 
the printing of the RECORD to say the 
same thing over and over again." 
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He said, "Frankly, it makes very lit

tle sense." 
I mention this, Mr. President, be

cause my friend is a Republican and a 
partisan Republican. He cannot see 
why in heaven's name this constant 
drumbeat on the attack of the Presi
dent on an issue that is going to be de
termined one way or the other goes on 
at a time when we ought to be carrying 
out the real business of this country: 
health care reform; vote for it or not. 
We hear some say they intend to fili
buster any kind of health care reform. 
He is frankly very disturbed by this. 

It is kind of manufactured gridlock. 
He said we may disagree on certain is
sues, and he and I disagree on a lot of 
issues, but vote them up or down. One 
side wins, they win; one side loses, they 
lose. But this manufactured gridlock is 
what it is; it is a partisan manufac
tured gridlock and, frankly, in my 20 
years here with five different Presi
dents-Republicans and Democrats
with the Senate controlled at one time 
by Democrats and at another time Re
publicans, I have never seen anything 
like this in 20 years where you have 
manufactured gridlock day after day 
after day after day. 

We are here to be the conscience of 
the United States. Being in the Senate 
should be a great honor. We ought to 
be able to rise above petty partisan 
politics and do the Nation's business. 
We are given 6-year terms. There are 
only 100 of us to represent 260 million 
Americans. Frankly, to use the Senate 
not to do the Nation's business but to 
try to score incremental, petty, pica
yune, partisan points does nobody any 
good. It does not do the Senate good. It 
does not do the country good. We ought 
to stop this baloney and get on with 
the Nation 's business. I have respect 
for the special prosecutor, a well
known Republican. Nobody questions 
his integrity. And frankly, as a former 
prosecutor, if I was in that position as 
an investigator, I would not want a leg
islative body muddying up the waters 
while I am trying to figure out what is 
going on. 

Mr. President, we ought to call it for 
what it is. It is a partisan charade that 
has gone on, frankly, long enough. And 
the American people ought to ask each 
one of us which one of us is willing to 
go forward with the Nation's business. 
Lord ::..mows, there is plenty of that 
business to do. 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from Kentucky, who stepped aside for 
me to be recognized, and I yield the 
floor at this point. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1786 

(Purpose: To require Whitewater hearings to 
begin no later than July 15, 1994) 

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Mississippi. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. LOTT] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1786. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that reading of the 

. amendment be dispensed with. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the follow

ing: 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, for purposes of conducting such 
hearings and related activities of the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af
fairs required under this Act, such hearings 
shall begin on a date no later than July 15, 
1994. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I suggest the ab

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab

sence of a quorum having been sug
gested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1787 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1786 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1787 to 
amendment No. 1786: 

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike the matter proposed and insert the 

following: 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, for purposes of conducting such 
hearings and related activities of the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af
fairs required under this Act, such hearings 
shall begin on a date no later than July 29, 
1994, or within 30 days after the conclusion of 
the first phase of the independent counsel 's 
investigation, whichever is the earlier. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I had discussed pri

vately with the distinguished Senator 
from Mississippi the possibility of a 
time agreement with respect to a vote, 
and I inquire is the Senator prepared to 
do that now or would he prefer to wait 
for a moment? 

Mr. LOTT. If I may respond to the 
majority leader, we do need to make 
just a couple checks. I think that is a 
reasonable time. As I indicated, I 
would be happy to agree to that. I 
think 4:15 would be fine. But we would 
like to make a couple checks, and 
maybe we could make that request in 
jm:;t a few minutes. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank my col-
league. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Mississippi. 
Mr. LOTT. A question was asked, 

what are we doing here? I think that is 
a legitimate question. I would like to 
know that. I do not think it is nec
essary for us to be here having these 
amendments one after another. What 
we want is a reasonable agreement of 
how and when hearings will go forward 
on the so-called Whitewater matter. 
That is what the Senate voted on 
March 17, 98 to 0. We said we would 
have hearings and that our leaders 
would meet, respective leaders of our 
two parties, and try to work out the 
details. 

Well, they did, over a long period of 
time, but no agreement was reached. 
No agreement was reached over, I 
guess, approximately 100 days. That is 
how we got to this point. In fact, I 
guess you could say that something has 
already been accomplished in that 
there will be some kind of hearings 
based on what Senator MITCHELL of
fered and on what the Senate voted. 
But I am not sure there would really be 
any hearings under the resolution 
passed. We cannot participate in a cha
rade, a sham, that so tightly constricts 
what the scope of these hearings would 
be, so limits who the witnesses could 
be, so compacts the time that would be 
available for these hearings. That is 
not a logical solution. 

I agree we should not be here. Our 
two respected leaders should get to
gether off the floor of the Senate and 
come to an agreement with which we 
all can live. It would be very easy. I 
suspect there are a lot of Senators on 
both sides of the aisle who are scratch
ing their heads thinking, yes, I think 
maybe they could come to some agree
ment. 

Now, I do not propose this as a solu
tion, and I know there are a lot of 
ramifications involved, and I realize 
there are some rights that Republicans 
would like to have that are just fun
damentally not going to be given to us, 
but could we at least agree on a couple 
of things? Could we at least agree that 
the scope has to be broader than the 
very narrow three points included in 
the majority leader's resolution? We 
have talked about this a great deal, but 
it limits what the hearing could do to 
only three areas: Communication be
tween officials of the White House and 
the Department of Treasury or the 
Resolution Trust Corporation relating 
to the Whitewater Development Cor
poration and the Madison Guaranty 
Savings & Loan Association. That is 
(A). (B), the Park Service Police inves
tigation into the death of the White 
House deputy counsel Vincent Foster. 
And (C), the way in which White House 
officials handled documents in the of
fice of White House deputy counsel 
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Vincent Foster at the time of his 
death. 

That is it. The argument would be, 
well, that is all the special investigator 
or prosecutor, Mr. Fiske, is working on 
now and we could not get into these 
other matters because at some subse
quent point he may get in some of 
these other matters. Maybe he will be 
through with these three and we could 
have a very tight, limited, narrow 
hearing on just these points because 
maybe he will be doing some other 
things and we will not want to in any 
way get in his hair with his investiga
tion. 

Time and time and time again the 
Congress has summarily rejected that 
sort of thing. We have had and we 
could have a hearing that would not 
interfere with Mr. Fiske's investiga
tion. There are many areas that could 
be covered. He has already specified
in an earlier vote today-on getting 
into the question of the cattle futures 
investment by the First Lady. He has 
indicated he was not going to be inves
tigating that. 

It would be OK if some legitimate 
questions were asked about that. But, 
oh no, the majority said you cannot 
ask questions about that. Just now the 
Murkowski amendment-it looks to me 
like his amendment which was once 
again defeated basically on a party line 
vote-clearly, it looks to me like what 
he was asking for was covered under 
the resolution we passed March 1994, 
March 17, 1994. That resolution said 98-
0 that leaders would get together on 
appropriate timetable procedures and 
forum for an appropriate congressional 
oversight including hearings on all 
matters related to Madison Guaranty 
Savings & Loan Association, 
Whitewater Development Corp., and 
Capital Management Services, Inc.
"all" matters related to, not so tightly 
defined in scope as those in the major
ity leader's resolution. 

Senator MURKOWSKI had an amend
ment that would authorize hearings on 
the Resolution Trust Corporation's in
ternal handling of the criminal ref er
rals concerning Madison Guaranty Sav
ings & Loan Association, clearly, with
in the scope of what the resolution said 
we passed on March 17, 1994, 98-0. 
Should we not at least be able to or are 
we not expected to ask questions about 
what happened to criminal referrals? 
Why would they be dealt with over 
weeks and months? At a minimum, we 
should be allowed to do that. But, no, 
no, the Senate is not inclined to go 
along with that either. 

So leaders clearly have not reached 
an agreement with regard to scope. 
This has got to be greatly expanded. 
We are dealing with grown men and 
women here, my colleagues. The Bank
ing Committee or whatever respective 
committee will do a responsible, fair, 
and reasonable job. I am astounded 
that we would say in the Senate that 

we are going to limit it to only one 
committee. What about the jurisdic
tion of the Agriculture Committee? 
What about the jurisdiction of the 
Small Business Administration Com
mittee? 

There have been allegations-mind 
you, only allegations-but allegations 
which should, must, and will be inves
tigated in hearings at one committee 
or another. But are we all just abdicat
ing our constitutional responsibility? 
No hearings in the Small Business 
Committee, no hearings in the Agri
culture Committee, no hearings, no 
hearings on Whitewater anywhere but 
in Banking, and, oh, by the way, only 
in these three narrow areas? 

The American people see through 
this. This is a stonewall. This is a req
uiem for a stonewall. This is how you 
design in advance the death music of a 
hearing. That is what is involved here. 
This is an effort to guarantee that 
there will never be full hearings in to 
the Whitewater-related matters. So far 
it has been successful. 

But surely leaders could get together 
and say, look, this scope is too narrow. 
It will take time to get into it. You 
cannot begin a hearing-you cannot 
say we are going to have a resolution 
passed today, we will begin it next 
week. It takes time to get into it. You 
have to have staff. You have to talk to 
Fiske. You have to get a lot of inves
tigation, a lot of paperwork. It takes 
time. But you have to get started. We 
are not started. 

Expand the scope, No. 1. 
No. 2, allows enough time for a some

what reasonable job to be done. This 
resolution does not do that. It does not. 
It is a prescription for the death of a 
very brief hearing. 

As I understand the language in the 
leader's resolution that passed-it was 
added to this bill-on the timing, this 
is what it says: 

The hearings authorized by this title shall 
begin on a date determined by the majority 
leader, in consultation with the minority 
leader, but no later than the earlier of July 
29, 1994, or within 30 days after the conclu
sion of the first phase of the independent 
counsel 's investigation. 

I think what that says is maybe 
sometime between June 29 and, the 
truth of the matter is, August 1 these 
hearings will occur. You might say, 
wait a minute. It says July 29. Let us 
just look at July. July 29, red letter 
day under this resolution. It is a Fri
day. How many here think that we will 
begin hearings on a matter of this im
portance on a Friday? It is not going to 
happen. 

I heard it used a couple of days ago, 
I believe on the floor of the Senate: 
Well, it would begin not later than 
July 30. A Saturday? When is the last 
time you remember a Senate commit
tee having a major hearing on Satur
day? Maybe they did during the Octo
ber Surprise-that was important-or 

Iran-Contra. But that is not very like
ly. 

What you are really talking about is 
August 1. That is the goal. That is the 
plan. These hearings will begin, if ever 
at all, on a very limited scope on Au
gust 1. So I will come back to that in 
a moment. 

The leader might say, well, maybe it 
appears that Mr. Fiske is getting at 
the end of this phase of the investiga
tion. He is taking sworn testimony 
from the President and the First Lady. 
And it looks like maybe he is wrapping 
it up. Maybe he will wrap it up by, I do 
not know, another week or so. Then 
within 30 days after that, let us just 
say maybe he wraps it up next week, 
the 22d or the 24th. I guess conceivably 
you could get to the hearings sometime 
around the 25th or 26th of July. I think 
it is very unclear. I mean Mr. Fiske is 
taking his time. That is the way it 
should be. He has a job, an important 
job, a serious job. We do not want to 
rush him too much. But we have a job 
to do, too. We can do our job without 
interfering with his job. 

But if the leaders would sit down and 
agree to a reasonable amount of scope 
and for an earlier time for this matter 
to begin, we could get an agreement 
that would be acceptable, we could go 
forward with the hearings, and we 
would go forward with this bill. 

But it has gone on too long now. I 
fear that the true intent is to have no 
real hearings, only a little 2-week pe
riod on phase 1. And the truth of the 
matter is we will not get to the second 
phase of the hearings. I will talk about 
that with the use of the calendar here 
in a minute. 

Let me quote from a great American 
with regard to another hearing but one 
that I think is applicable here. Uphold
ing a standard of congressional hear
ings that are thorough and fair is not 
new. When the hearings were held on 
Iran-Contra, this is what Senator 
MITCHELL, the majority leader said: 

We have a solemn responsibility to present 
all the facts, to bring the full truth to the 
American people as thoroughly and as fairly 
and as promptly as possible. It is now time 
to begin the process for laying the facts be
fore the American people. If when we finish 
these facts and these hearings they know the 
truth, we will have been successful. 

I think that applies here. We have 
been dithering around on this for 
months now. Nothing has happened-no 
hearings, even very few normal over
sight hearings. It is time-now, not in 
6 weeks-to begin the process of laying 
the facts before the American people. I 
really think the President is entitled 
to that. Let us get this matter inves
tigated and get it over with. 

If we finish the hearings and the 
American people know the truth, then 
we will have been successful. We have a 
constitutional responsibility to go for
ward with this, and we have not been 
doing it. 

Mv amendment is very simple. It 
would just require Whitewater hearings 
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to begin no later than July 15, 1994. 
Why can the leaders not get together 
and agree? That is the reason we are 
going through this exercise, because 
they will not come to a reasonable, re
sponsible agreement. They could end 
this any time they want to, if they will 
get together and make that decision. 
Let me go back over the calendar and 
make my point about what is really 
going on here. 

This is not a new issue. Whitewater 
and all of its tentacles has been talked 
about, discussed; the American people 
have heard a lot about it. Whitewater 
has become a watchword for a lot of 
things not even in Whitewater. It has 
been around a long time. Under pres
sure, the Senate did vote on the resolu
tion March 17 and said we were going 
to have hearings on all related mat
ters, and our leaders were going to get 
together and agree on procedures, 
time, and so forth, and the committee 
will do it. It was 98-0. 

What happened after that? The lead
ers, I guess, talked a little bit and ex
changed some letters. I do not know 
what they said. It is not my place to 
know. I am sure they were working in 
good faith but just could not come to 
·an agreement. So the rest of March 
went by. 

April. Nothing. No red-letter days in 
April, no agreement, nothing. 

May. No agreement. 
By the way, for those saying this is 

interfering with the business of the 
country, we were working all along. 
The Senate has not been doing any
thing on Whitewater hearings. We have 
been having legislation right along. 
But again, in May, no agreement. 

Finally, in frustration, the ranking 
Republican on the Banking Committee 
said, "We have to bring this thing to a 
head. There has to be an agreement." 
That is why we are right here on June 
15. It has been 3 months since that vote 
of 98--0-March, April, May, and half
way through June. Nothing is sched
uled in June. No hearings. No prelimi
nary preparation. No staff arrange
ments. No hearing room. No hearings
that is the plan-or very limited ones. 

So are we finally going to do some
thing? Well, we will have the Fourth of 
July work period. We will all be home 
for our Fourth of July events. 

Finally, it may be earlier, but not 
later than July 29 when the hearings 
will begin. That is the end of the 
month of July, 6 weeks from now-6 
weeks from now-they will supposedly 
start to get ready, or maybe they will 
begin hearings. Maybe Fiske will have 
gotten through earlier and they will 
have started preparations. But my 
guess is that there will be no real hear
ings before the week of August 1. That 
is very significant. Not only have we 
now compressed the scope to three nar
row areas; we are now compressing the 
schedule to no more than 10 days. 
Maybe you can say 2 weeks, but the 

truth of the matter is it would be the 
1st through the 5th and 8th through the 
12th-2 weeks, a very limited, narrow 
scope, very little time to prepare for 
getting into the serious questions that 
are hanging out there as allegations. 
And then on August 12, the Senate, the 
Congress, will go out for the August re
cess period. 

We will be out the rest of August, 
and the first 11 days of September. 
Supposing we are going to come back 
in on the 12th, but we have a religious 
holiday on the 15th, so it is going to be 
pretty hard to see much happening in 
there. And so you only have 3 weeks 
before we are scheduled to adjourn for 
the year for the elections. So even if 
they were going to have some more 
hearings after the August recess pe
riod, again it is limited to probably 
somewhere around 3 weeks. And then 
what happens? That is it. Elections are 
the 8th. Are we going to have a lame 
duck session and come back to have 
hearings on Whitewater? I do not think 
so. 

And then also the majority leader is 
going on his great reward. He will not 
be here next year. When he said yester
day, well, look, this is just the first 
round, it is limited in scope and it will 
only be these three areas. So we will 
not interfere with Fiske, and we can 
have hearings limited in those three 
areas, and after that, we will have a 
second round of hearings. 

When? When are we going to do it? Is 
the second round going to come in Sep
tember? If it is, that means that the 
first round will have been completed in 
only 10 days, the first 2 weeks in Au
gust. So the idea is to do that in 2 
weeks there, and to have a second 
round when Mr. Fiske completes all of 
the rest of his work. Will he be through 
in September? If he is not, we are not 
going to have a second round, not this 
year. And the majority leader will be 
gone next year-I am sure having a 
grand time doing a great job at what
ever he is doing. 

So I fear that this is a requiem for 
the death of real hearings. This is a 
prescription for 2 short weeks of lim
ited scope, and that is it. Will we ever 
get to the second round? Will there 
ever be full, complete hearings on a 
number of other related matters, as de
scribed in the resolution that was 
passed March 17? I do not think so. 

Believe me, I am not advocating this, 
but I look at the calendar and the reso
lution, and I do not see how they fit, 
how we can do it. We have all these is
sues the leader wants us to take up. We 
have five or six appropriations bills 
that we need to do before the Fourth of 
July period; we have striker replace
ment legislation pending; we have a 
telecommunications bill pending; we 
have a water resources bill pending; we 
have defense authorization pending; we 
have health care and welfare, all of 
them. They are good and important is-

sues that we ought to take up and get 
done. In fact, some of them we must 
get done. All of the appropriations bills 
and defense authorization and, hope
fully, a number of others. 

So I do not see how it happens. That 
is why I offered my resolution. I hope 
that the leader will, in his generosity
and he is always very cooperative, and 
I mean that sincerely-say that is not 
a bad idea. Let us just back it up a cou
ple weeks and get the ball rolling. The 
chairman of the Banking Committee 
and the ranking member can tell you 
that you could not start from ground 
zero in a week or two. With the resolu
tion we pass and the narrow scope, 
nothing is going to happen. It would be 
such a restricted sham of an exercise, 
people are not going to participate, be
cause they know how restricted and 
how limited it really is. 

So could we not at least back it up a 
couple of weeks? Just a couple of 
weeks. I am not asking for the Moon. I 
am just asking for instead of 2 weeks 
right before the August recess, right 
when we always break out in a sweat 
because it is hot and humid outside, 
but also because we have a lot to do 
and little time to do it, with appropria
tions bills one right after the other, let 
us back it up to the 15th of July. 

That would give us this 2 weeks in 
late July and the first 2 weeks in Au
gust for the first phase, but a first 
phase certainly broader than what is in 
this limited resolution we have. 

Now, I hope there will be a second 
phase. Perhaps that could come in Sep
tember. Maybe we could go ahead and 
agree on that. We will have the first 
phase the last 2 weeks in July and the 
first 2 weeks in August, and we would 
go to the second phase as soon as we 
come back in September. 

But that is all I am really asking. 
When I look at the resolution and I 
look at the calendar, it is obvious to 
me what is afoot here. Limit the scope, 
limit the time, and hope that the issue 
will just die and wither away. 

We do have a constitutional respon
sibility. The time is now to begin to ex
ercise it. I think it ought to begin, 
really, June 15, today, June 15. But let 
us give it a month to get ready, to get 
the leaders to agree on all the details, 
to let the committee begin to get their 
staff lined up, and to allow Mr. Fiske 
more time to wrap his work up and re
port. So I am trying to be reasonable 
and fair, but to guarantee we have at 
least a month to work on this issue. 

Again, I invite the distinguished .ma
jority leader and the Republican leader 
to take this cup from our lips, get to
gether, and come to an agreement. Let 
us do this thing. Let us do it now. Let 
us not wait a month or 2 months or for
ever. 

Mr. President, I see the leader is on 
his feet, and I am sure he has lots he 
would like to respond to, so I will yield 
the floor at this time. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the 

Senator from Mississippi has spoken 
for 25 minutes and has had no response 
from our side. If we were to have a vote 
at, say, 4:20, may I ask that that time 
be divided, 8 more minutes to the dis
tinguished Senator from Mississippi 
and 20 minutes on our side, giving him 
a total of 33 minutes and us a total of 
20 minutes? 

Mr. LOTT. That sounds all right. We 
have checked and there is no objection 
to getting the vote at a specified time. 
I think 4:20 would be fine. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I now 
ask unanimous consent that a vote on 
the Mitchell amendment now pending 
occur at 4:20 p.m.; and that imme
diately following that vote, without 
any intervening action or debate, a 
vote occur on the underlying amend
ment, as amended, if amended; and 
that the time between now and then be 
divided, 8 minutes under the control of 
the Senator from Mississippi and 20 
minutes under my control or that of 
my designee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, Sen
ators should be aware, and I ask the 
staffs on both sides to notify Senators' 
offices, that a vote will occur at 4:20. 

Mr. President, I would like to make a 
few comments in response to the Sen
ator's remarks, which I found very in
teresting. 

The first point to make is that all of 
this supposed rush to get hearings by 
the Republican Senators is inconsist
ent with the .delaying tactics they are 
using. We were ready to vote on this 
matter last Thursday, and although 
the Republican Senators proclaimed 
loudly that they want to have a vote 
on Whitewater and they want to have 
hearings on Whitewater, they pre
vented a vote from occurring for 5 
days. If they had not engaged in the de
laying tactics in which they are now 
engaging, we could have voted on this 
matter last Thursday and the Banking 
Committee could be getting ready for 
hearings. They would have been under 
instructions to do that which the Sen
ator from Mississippi says he wants 
them to do, or that which he is pre
venting them from doing by participat
ing in what is obviously a filibuster by 
amendment. 

So what we have on the one hand is 
a group of Republican Senators saying 
over and over again they want to have 
hearings on Whitewater, and then 
doing everything possible to prevent 
the passage of the legislation that 
would permit the preparation for the 
hearings and req uir~ the hearings to be 
held. 

Why is that, one would ask? Why 
would Senators say one thing and do 
another? 

That is because what they sav is not 
what they really want. They are not in
terested in hearings. They are not in
terested in serious investigation. They 
are interested in a forum to attack the 
President and Mrs. Clinton. They are 
interested in creating a political circus 
to inflict as much political damage as 
they can on the President and the First 
Lady of the United States. 

The American people know that. The 
polls show consistently that more than 
two-thirds of Americans, as many as 70 
percent, believe that the Republicans 
are doing this for political purposes. 
There is no serious intent here, and 
what is happening in the last 5 days 
demonstrates that. We have had 5 votes 
spread over a couple of days on the 
same issue over and over and over 
again, trying to delay that which they 
say they want done. 

Now, I listened with amusement to 
the remarks of the Senator from Mis
sissippi about the upcoming recess. A 
neutral observer might have under
stood that to be a complaint about so 
many recesses. But from my experi
ence, the Senator from Mississippi has 
been a very vigorous critic whenever I 
have suggested delaying recesses or 
staying in session during otherwise 
scheduled recess periods to do the busi
ness before us. And so we can get this 
done in a proper, orderly way, if our 
Republican colleagues will stop stall
ing, let us have a vote. Let us get the 
hearings on track. 

On March 17, the Senate voted 98 to 0 
to conduct hearings in such a manner. 
It said: 

The hearings should be structured and 
sequenced in such a manner that in the judg
ment of the leaders, they would not interfere 
with the ongoing investigation of special 
counsel Robert B. Fiske, Jr. 

That is what the timing in our reso
lution does. It sets up the hearings so 
that they will occur in a manner not to 
interfere with the special counsel's on
going investigation. 

We have been advised that the special 
counsel expects to complete his inves
tigation in the first phase this month. 
So what our resolution provides is that 
the hearings in the Banking Commit
tee will begin within 30 days after the 
special counsel completes his inves
tigation but, in any event, no later 
than July 29. 

So the hearings will occur, if our Re
publican colleagues will stop stalling 
and let us vote on a resolution that 
will direct the hearings to occur. But 
every American should understand 
that the very people who are saying let 
us begin the hearings are the people 
who are preventing us from voting on a 
measure to require hearings. In other 
words, their words are inconsistent 
with their deeds. What they are saying 
is the opposite of what they are doing. 

Of course, that is what has occurred 
throughout this process. First, they 
called for the appointment of a special 

counsel, and a special counsel was ap
pointed. The special counsel is a Re
publican, a lifelong Republican, of high 
integrity and great experience. Five 
minutes after he was appointed, they 
reversed their field and began demand
ing a congressional hearing, even 
though the special counsel, appointed 
upon their request, himself a Repub
lican, requested that hearings not be 
held at a time and under circumstances 
which would undermine his investiga
tion. 

But, once again, one would ask how 
is it our colleagues will take one posi
tion 1 day and then another position 
another day? The reason is obvious: 
That there is no consistent principle 
behind what they are doing. All they 
have in mind is to damage the Presi
dent and the First Lady of the United 
States. That is the only objective. And 
so, if it takes a zig to bash the Presi
dent, they will zig. If it takes a zag to 
bash the President, they will zag. If it 
takes a flip to bash the President, they 
will flip. If it takes a flop to bash the 
President, they will flop. Zig and zag, 
flip and flop, so long as they can bash 
the President; bash the First Lady; try 
to inflict damage upon them. 

That is what is going on here. The 
American people know it, and it is ob
vious a clear majority of the Senate 
knows it. 

This amendment, I say to my col
league with all due respect, is incon
sequential. The hearings are going to 
begin sometime in July, and they are 
going to begin hopefully after the spe
cial counsel has completed an inves
tigation, and with time for the Bank
ing Committee to prepare. 

But, I will say again to my col
leagues, we need to pass the resolution 
to give direction and authority to the 
Banking Committee to conduct the 
hearings. And the longer our Repub
lican colleagues stall and obstruct and 
delay, as they are now doing, the less 
time the Banking Committee will have 
to prepare for the hearings that our 
colleagues say they want. 

So what they should do is to stop the 
delay; stop the obstruction; stop acting 
in a manner inconsistent with their 
words. Let us vote on this; let us pass 
it; and let us tell the Banking Commit
tee to get going to prepare for these 
hearings. 

That is the obvious course. But, of 
course, that is not the political course 
of action and, therefore, I do not expect 
my colleagues to leap to agreement 
with the suggestion. 

But, we have already voted five times 
on the same issue. So there is no rea
son why we cannot vote another five 
times on the same issue if that some
how pleases our colleagues or makes 
them think that they are gaining some 
kind of a political advantage here. 

We will just keep going. We are going 
to stay steady on course. We are going 
to get through this. We are going to 
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pass the airport improvements bill. I 
know my friend from Kentucky, the 
manager of that bill, would like to see 
it passed and may have a few words on 
that. We will stay in session tonight 
for as long as it takes to get it done. 

I thank my colleagues, and I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Mississippi. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I would 

like to comment further on some of the 
remarks of the distinguished leader. 

First of all, I heard it several times 
stated that, "Oh, it was just Repub
lican Senators that called for a special 
counsel." 

Yes, Republican Senators did, a num
ber of them. But I was there. I remem
ber also some Democratic Senators 
said that they thought there should be 
a special counsel. I remember specifi
cally the Senator from New York, Sen
ator MOYNIHAN, on one of the Sunday 
morning talk shows said he thought 
absolutely we should have one. I could 
be wrong, but I thought the Senator 
from New Jersey made a similar call. 

So it was not just a partisan call. Al
though the leader has said several 
times it was Republican Senators that 
called for a special counsel, well, yes; 
so did some Democrats. But there was 
no deal there that if you had a special 
counsel that the Congress would then 
abdicate, totally abdicate, its respon
sibility, its role, to have appropriate 
hearings into a number of questions 
that have been raised. 

Now, as far as bashing the President 
and the First Lady, you have not heard 
me say anything against either one of 
them. 

All I am saying is that there should 
be a hearing, a fair, open, complete 
hearing and get this matter behind us. 

I remember other hearings. I remem
ber how quickly we had complete, 
total, full hearings on Watergate, 
Irangate, the October Surprise. Then it 
was fine to go forward and have these 
complete hearings. But now, "Oh, wait 
a minute here. We don't want to have 
complete hearings this time." 

Now it is political. Boy, I have heard 
it all. It is political because we say 
that there ought to be some hearings, 
but it was not political all the hearings 
we have had over the past 20 years, es
pecially that ridiculous thing we had 
called October Surprise in 1992. That 
was the most blatant, partisan politi
cal thing I ever saw in my life. 

So, now the shoe is on the other foot. 
When we say we ought to have full, 
open, fair hearings, "Oh, you're politi
cal." 

The temerity of the assertion that it 
is political when we say let us have 
hearings-not an inquisition, not a 
trial, but hearings-on laws that may 
have been broken, agencies or depart
ments that may have been abused. 

We are not alleging who might have 
done that. But we are saying that there 

are so many questions out there, so 
many violations that have been sug
gested, that they should go forward. 

So, I do not believe the American 
people are going to buy this deal that 
now it is political, but all these other 
hearings, oh, they were not political. 
Baloney. 

Now, look. We may be a little slow. 
Just because you got the cheese sitting 
out there in the trap saying, "Come on, 
let's us go forward; let's have the hear
ing; come on in here," you do not think 
we are going to look at the trap. 

Here is the trap-a mechanism that 
guarantees there will not be real full 
hearings. That is the trap. 

The leader says, "Oh, yes, you Repub
licans, if you really want a hearing, let 
us have a hearing. But we are not going 
to allow but one committee to be in
volved. No extra staff, no subcommit
tee involvement, no Senators from 
other committees with related jurisdic
tion, no other committee with jurisdic
tion, one committee, the Banking 
Committee, that is all. And we are 
going to fix it where, more than likely, 
it is going to last 2 weeks, maybe. And 
we are going to limit the scope to three 
narrow slivers of jurisdiction." 

My colleagues, this is a guarantee 
that there will be no real hearings. 
That is what is involved here. Why, 
this is a total sham, and we know it. 

That is why I keep urging the leaders 
to get together and come up with a se
rious agreement that we can go for
ward with. We are not going to walk 
in to this trap and be told, ''Oh, we will 
have a hearing, but you are going to do 
it our way and that is all." 

We cannot even call witnesses. Well, 
you say, oh, well, Republicans have 
never been given the ability to call 
witnesses, to have subpoena power. 
How in the world are we ever going to 
get our witnesses before the commit
tee? Do you think the majority is 
going to give it to us? Do you think the 
chairman is going to give it to us? No. 

I will tell you one other fundamental 
difference. This time the White House, 
where the allegations are lodged, and 
the House and the Senate are con
trolled for the first time in a long time, 
except for the 4 years in the late 1970's, 
by the same party. 

How do you get a full, fair investiga
tion if you cannot even subpoena wit
nesses? None. Senator D'AMATO will 
not be able to call any witnesses. Who 
believes that? Is this going to a fair 
hearing? Is this going to a real hear
ing? Absolutely not. 

We want to pass this bill. We want to 
have a fair hearing. We are willing to 
make a reasonable agreement. Let us 
do it. 

The allegation is made that we do 
not want real hearings-we want a cir
cus. I think our integrity is questioned 
here. 

And do not question the motives for 
trying to block total, fair, and open 
hearings. 

I know what is going on. But if we 
try to get hearings that are structured 
in such a way that we could get in all 
the scope of what is involved in this 
issue and call witnesses and have ade
quate time for the hearings-oh, you 
want to make it a circus. 

I agree. Let us begin the hearings 
now. There is nothing to prevent the 
committee from going ahead right now 
and getting ready for these hearings. If 
they really want to have full-blown 
hearings, they could be doing that 
while we debate this issue. 

This is a process to guarantee that 
there are not real hearings. There 
should be an agreement on that. 

We are not going to give up on this 
issue. We have no choice. We cannot 
agree to hearings that will not be hear
ings, that will be a total sham. 

In the alternative, if we do not use 
whatever mechanisms we have to try 
to get a reasonable, responsible agree
ment, once again, we are abdicating 
our responsibility. 

I urge my colleagues to talk to our 
leaders and let us get a real hearing 
agreed to. I think we can do that. And 
then we can get on with the other busi
ness. 

But we are using this vehicle because 
we have no other. This is the only way 
we can get · a hearing. This is the only 
way we can point out to the American 
people that there will never be real 
hearings. 

And there are a lot of people-I 
mean, I do not know exactly what the 
polling numbers are on it; I am not al
leging that you have people running all 
over our State saying, you know, you 
must have hearings on this-but there 
are a lot of people that want to know 
what really is going on. 

My question is: What is going to be 
the process to find out and when will it 
be? It will not be this year under this 
process. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. President, how much time do I 

have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CAMPBELL). The Senator's time has ex
pired. 

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

a tor from Kentucky is recognized. The 
Senator has 10 minutes and 54 seconds. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I am not a 
lawyer and I take the advice of my fa
ther that a little knowledge of the law 
is dangerous, so get you a good lawyer 
and stay with him. 

That is what I thought occurred 
when Mr. Fiske was named as the spe
cial counsel. I did not know Mr. Fiske. 
I know a little bit more about him 
today than I did early on. But I could 
not understand the euphoria from my 
Republican colleagues about the ap
pointment. They beat their chests. 
What a great fellow he was. 

Now they have a special counsel, he 
is one of theirs, he is a Republican. We 
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found that he was fair, a lot of integ
rity, and that was significant, I think. 
But Mr. Fiske's approval came basi
cally from the Republican side of the 
aisle. So I felt maybe we had been rea
sonably fair in the selection of the spe
cial counsel. 

I do not think anyone yet has said 
Mr. Fiske is not a good attorney, not a 
good prosecutor, not a man of integ
rity. All those things he is. 

That got me back to what my dad 
told me: Get a good lawyer and stay 
with him. 

So now we have Mr. Fiske attempt
ing to do the kind of job that he was 
requested to do and he would be ex
pected to do by all of us. We, those 
Members in the leadership, discussed 
with Mr. Fiske-regarding his ability 
to do the right thing to complete the 
job in the manner that would be ex
pected of him-on how best to proceed. 

Mr. Fiske suggested that the Senate 
not hold hearings, nor the House hold 
hearings, until such time as he could 
complete phases of his investigation. 
And only when he completed a phase 
would he suggest that we hold hearings 
because it would be detrimental to him 
in his process. With 23 FBI agents and 
I do not know how many lawyers work
ing to do all of this, that it would be 
detrimental to his ongoing investiga
tion if we brought witnesses into the 
hearing room and to question them 
publicly before he had a chance to com
plete his job. 

That is all he has ever asked. In spite 
of that, the man who was approved by 
my colleagues on the other side, a man 
who has a wonderful reputation of 
being able to do a thorough and good 
job, his opportunity is now being jeop
ardized by those who are trying to 
make political capital. 

Do not tell me you are not trying to 
damage the President and First Lady. 
You say I know what is going on. We 
know what is going on, too. That 
makes both sides know what is going 
on, so that kind of makes us equal. 

But the process that we have now 
guarantees hearings based on the rec
ommendation of the special counsel 
that was approved by the Republican 
side of the aisle. What is wrong with 
that? I do not think anything. We 
asked for a reasonable, responsible 
agreement. I think the special counsel 
has to be a part of that agreement. He 
has made his views known-privately 
and publicly: Do not question the wit
nesses in public before I have an oppor
tunity. Do not delve into areas until I 
complete my job, because when I com
plete it, I want it to be a good one, I do 
not want it to be jeopardizea. And now 
we are trying to jeopardize it. 

But we have before the Senate a pro
cedure to guarantee hearings. If he 
says tomorrow-tomorrow is the 16th
that he is completed with this phase 
and you can go and have your hearings 
in that area, that means it will be 

somewhat earlier, it will be the 16th of 
July instead of the 29th. So it could 
come sooner than later. 

What we are hearing now is specula
tion-his interpretation, my interpre
tation. We are asking for a hearing in 
conformance with the special counsel's 
request. I think that is a fair way to do 
it, because we see what we did in pre
vious major open hearings; immunity 
was given and those who were con
victed, by a technicality are not serv
ing their convictions. So we have to be 
careful, if there are to be convictions, 
if there are to be trials, that we do not 
jeopardize the ability to do it. 

Mr. President, I am chairman of the 
Aviation Subcommittee on the Com
mittee of Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. My colleague from 
Mississippi is on that committee. Last 
November we reported out of that com
mittee an Airport Improvement Reau
thorization bill for 3 years. For the last 
8 months I have been trying to work 
out the ability to bring that piece of 
legislation to the Senate floor and get 
it passed. Many of my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle have been ac
commodated in that bill so we might 
do what we feel is in the best interests 
of everybody. Sure, there are going to 
be some things some · people do not 
agree with. We are not perfect, so 
therefore we do not produce perfect 
products. There is only one person who 
is perfect and we try to be like him. 

So here we stand now for 5 days, de
laying me from getting this bill passed. 
I had to introduce an interim piece of 
legislation so we could get funding to 
the States for their airport improve
ments so we would not lose a construc
tion season. We worked closely with 
the presiding officer, the distinguished 
Senator from Colorado. We we:re able 
to work out, in this bill, something 
that has been going on for 4 years. Only 
because he was willing to sit down
and others-do we have an agreement 
in this bill. 

It has been held up. Last year the 
State of New York, for instance, got 
$81 million based on Airport Improve
ment Trust Funds on their allocations 
and discretionary funding. When this 
bill passes I have to take it to con
ference with the House, get it back, get 
it passed and to the President so we do 
not lose the rest of the construction 
season. 

Already this year under the interim 
bill that expires June 30, New York has 
received $12.5 million. I picked out New 
York because the propounding of these 
major amendments have been carried 
on by the distinguished Senator from 
New York. The entitlements that New 
York will have are now held in abey
ance: $25 million this year, $25 million 
next year, and $25 million the next 
year. They are being held up. And the 
good citizens of New York, who are 
now paying their taxes, cannot get 
their money to improve their economic 

development because we are here argu
ing about Whitewater, whether we have 
a hearing on July 15 or July 30. And we 
are holding up this bill. 

There are only three or four more 
amendments before I can get the bill 
passed. I have labored hard, Mr. Presi
dent, and others on my subcommittee 
and the full committee have labored 
hard to try to make things work. But 
we run into something called 
Whitewater, that does not amount to a 
hill of beans to the people wanting new 
airports in their community or an ex
pansion of their airport or to do the 
things that are in the best interests of 
this country and what the flying pas
sengers in this country have paid for. 
So now they are being held up. 

I do not know what else to do. They 
keep bringing up these amendments. 
There has not been but one vote change 
in the last five or six votes, and that 
was because one Senator was nec
essarily absent. He was not here, today 
he is back, and the votes have not 
changed one iota. And they are not 
going to change. 

Whatever it takes, we will work it 
through. But I want you to know, and 
I want my colleagues to know, that 
they are holding up an important bill. 
If you hold it up much longer I have to 
have another interim piece of legisla
tion to try to help the States so they 
will not lose this construction season 
as it relates to their airport improve
ments. 

Airports may not be too important to 
people. Maybe political damage to the 
President and the First Lady is more 
important than doing things for your 
States. Maybe that is true. But I just 
want you to know I have worked hard 
and I want this bill passed. If it takes 
all night tonight, all day tomorrow, all 
night tomorrow night, all day Friday, 
all night Friday night, all day Satur
day-I am ready to stay. If they take 
my advice, I would say get out the cots 
and the blankets because it is about 
time we stopped these charades and we 
stayed here until we got it done. 

I do not imagine I will prevail, but if 
I had my way about it, we would stay 
here until we finished it. Maybe that is 
the reason they did not want me over 
here leading this side. I would just say, 
"Let's get the cots out." And get the 
cots out. we will, if I have something to 
do with it, and we will get this thing 
over with. One of these days they will 
want to go home, and we will just stay 
here until it is over. 

Mr. President, I see you picking up 
the gavel and time is about to expire. 
But I wanted you to know that there is 
more here than Whitewater amend
ments that is the same vote time after 
time after time. There is an underlying 
bill that is being delayed, and con
struction and help for all 50 States in 
this bill has already been delayed 5 
days. 

I yield the floor. 
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VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1787 TO AMENDMENT 

NO. 1786 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 4:20 p.m. 
having arrived, the question occurs on 
agreeing to amendment No. 1787, of
fered by the majority leader. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment, No. 1787. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 
. The legislative clerk called the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de
siring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 56, 
nays 44, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Dole 
Domenici 

[Rollcall Vote No. 142 Leg.) 
YEAS-56 

Feinstein Mikulski 
Ford Mitchell 
Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Graham Moynihan 
Harkin Murray 
Heflin Nunn 
Hollings Pell 
Inouye Pryor 
Johnston Reid 
Kennedy Riegle 
Kerrey Robb 
Kerry Rockefeller 
Kohl Sarbanes 
Lau ten berg Sasser 
Leahy Shelby 
Levin Simon 
Lieberman Wellstone 
Mathews Wofford 
Metzenbaum 

NAY8-44 
Faircloth McCain 
Gorton McConnell 
Gramm Murkowski 
Grassley Nickles 
Gregg Packwood 
Hatch Pressler 
Hatfield Roth 
Helms Simpson 
Hutchison Smith 
Jeffords Specter 
Kassebaum Stevens 
Kempthorne Thurmond 
Lott Wallop 
Lugar Warner 

Duren berger Mack 

So the amendment (No. 1787) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table . 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question is on 
agreeing to amendment numbered 1786, 
as amended. 

The amendment (No. 1786) was agreed 
to. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I am 

advised by our colleagues on the other 

side of the aisle that they have another 
amendment but it is not quite ready; 
that the Senator who is to offer it is 
detained for a few moments. 

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senator from Washington be 
recognized to address the Senate as if 
in morning business for up to 7 min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I anticipate that by 
that time our colleagues will be ready 
with another vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Washington is recognized for 
up to 7 minutes. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

(The remarks of Mrs. MURRAY per
taining to the introduction of S. 2193 
are located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRA
TION AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 
1994 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

a tor from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER] 
is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1788 

(Purpose: To authorize hearings on the inde
pendence of the Resolution Trust Corpora
tion, Federal banking agencies, and other 
Federal regulatory agencies, including any 
improper contacts among officials of the 
White House, the Department of the Treas
ury, the Resolution Trust Corporation, the 
Office of Thrift Supervision, and any other 
Federal agency) 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC

TER] proposes an amendment numbered 1788. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the follow

ing: 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs shall conduct an in
vestigation into, study of, and hearings on, 
all matters which have any tendency to re
veal the full facts about the independence of 
the Resolution Trust Corporation, Federal 
banking agencies, and other Federal regu
latory agencies, including any improper con
tacts among officials of the White House, the 
Department of the Treasury, the Resolution 
Trust Corporation, the Office of Thrift Su
pervision, and any other Federal agency. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1789, TO AMENDMENT NO. 1788 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1789 to 
amendment No. 1788. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed insert the 

following: 
(1) Additional Hearings: In the fulfillment 

of the Senate's constitutional oversight role, 
additional hearings on the matters identified 
in the resolution passed by the Senate by a 
vote of 98---0 on March 17, 1994 should be au
thorized as appropriate under, and in accord
ance with, the provisions of that resolution. 

Any additional hearings should be struc
tured and sequenced in such a manner that 
in the judgment of the two Leaders they 
would not interfere with the ongoing inves
tigation of Special Counsel Robert B. Fiske, 
Jr. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, may I 
inquire of the distinguished Senator 
from Pennsylvania, through the Chair, 
whether it is agreeable to have a time 
limitation for debate on the amend
ments just offered and a vote on the 
second-degree amendment? 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
would be glad to enter into a time 
agreement. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Might I suggest 5:30? 
Mr. SPECTER. That is acceptable to 

this Senator. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a vote on the 
pending Mitchell amendment occur at 
5:30 p.m. today, and that the time be
tween now and then be equally--

Mr. SPECTER. Reserving the right 
to object, I have been advised that 
there may be a problem on our side. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader has the floor. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I withdraw my re

quest, and I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
BOXER). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that there now 
be 45 minutes for debate on the amend
ments offered by Senator SPECTER and 
myself, equally divided between Sen
ator SPECTER and myself; that at the 
conclusion of that debate, the two 
amendments be set aside and that Sen
ator BOND or his designee be recognized 
to offer an amendment; that imme
diately upon the reporting of Senator 
BOND'S amendment, I be recognized to 
offer a second-degree ame11dment to 
that amendment, and that there then 
be 45 minutes for debate on those two 
amendments, equally divided and under 
the control of Senator BOND or his des
ignee and myself; that at the conclu
sion of that time, or rather, that at 6 
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p.m. the Senate vote on the pending 
Mitchell amendment in the second de
gree to the Specter amendment; that 
following disposition of that amend
ment without any intervening action 
or debate, the Senate proceed to vote 
on the Specter amendment, as amend
ed, if amended; that upon disposition of 
the Specter amendment, that the Sen
ate then without any intervening ac
tion or debate vote on the then-pending 
Mitchell amendment to the Bond 
amendment; that upon the disposition 
of that amendment, the Senate proceed 
to the disposition of the Bond amend
ment, as amended, if amended, again 
without any intervening action or de
bate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 
then for the information of Senators, 
there will now be a period of 45 minutes 
for debate on the amendments offered 
by Sena tor SPECTER and myself at 
which time that will be set aside. Sen
ator BOND or his designee will then 
offer another amendment. I will then 
offer a second degree to that. Those 
will be debated for 45 minutes, and at 
6:30 p.m., there will occur two rollcall 
votes. Senators should be prepared for 
that and should adjust their schedules. 
So there will be two rollcall votes at 
6:30 p.m., this evening. There will be no 
rollcall votes between now and then. 

By that time, it is my hope that we 
will have been able to discuss and work 
out a procedure for the time imme
diately following those votes with re
spect to the offering of amendments, 
debate, and votes. 

Madam President, I thank my col
league for his cooperation, and I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, for 
those who might be watching on C
SP AN and those in the gallery, you 
have just heard a unanimous consent
agreement which predicts a second-de
gree amendment to the Bond amend
ment. For those who might not under
stand the legalese of the Senate proce
dure, the distinguished majority leader 
has already stated in advance without 
having seen the Bond amendment that 
there will be a second-degree amend
ment to it, which follows the pattern 
on the second-degree amendment to my 
amendment which will, in effect, nul
lify under the majority leader's efforts 
the thrust of my amendment and what 
is anticipated to be whatever may be in 
Senator BOND'S amendment. 

My amendment is an effort to broad
en the scope of the investigation into 
Whitewater to conform with a 98-to-O 
vote taken by the Senate in March and 
try to set the stage for an appropriate 
Senate inquiry into what has happened 
in Whitewater and related matters. 

It is unfortunate that the Senate is 
now engaged in a series of amendments 

and debates which are highly charged 
and highly partisan, with all the Demo
crats lining up on one side and all of 
the Republicans lining up on the other 
side. 

That does not give a very good im
pression for the American people as to 
what is going on in the U.S. Senate 
which is touted or perhaps which touts 
itself as the world's greatest delibera
tive body when there is so much of the 
Nation's business to be accomplished 
and there appears to be a wrangling ap
proach to what is a very, very impor
tant matter of public policy. 

As I say, I regret that, and we are 
searching for some way to accommo
date the public interest in a non
partisan or bipartisan way to get to 
the underlying facts of Whitewater 
which everyone concedes is a matter 
which requires a mandate urgently 
necessary for this investigation and 
congressional hearing, as evidenced by 
the March vote which was all encom
passing on a resolution for all matters 
rel a ting to Whitewater. 

And then when Senator D'AMATO had 
offered an amendment with a broad 
sweep, the distinguished majority lead
er, Senator MITCHELL, came back with 
an amendment which was carried on a 
party-line vote which very drastically 
limits the scope of the Senate inquiry 
to three very narrow i terns. 

The importance of the congressional 
inquiry-House inquiry, Senate hear
ings-goes far beyond the import of a 
grand jury investigation, which is now 
being conducted by independent coun
sel, also known as the special prosecu
tor, Mr. Fiske. 

The purposes of a grand jury are to
tally different from a congressional in
quiry. A grand jury focuses on allega
tions which may lead to indictments 
on criminal conduct, and those hear
ings are conducted in secret, and they 
are not available for the public inter
est. 

Contrast that with a Senate inquiry 
or a House inquiry or a joint congres
sional inquiry which goes into matters 
in a public way with a public disclosure 
inquiring that the matter of broad pub
lic policy and broad public policy inter
ests as to what happened on the sav
ings and loan investigation, on a sav
ings and loan matter which amounted 
to billions of dollars in losses to the 
American taxpayers. 

I have offered an amendment today 
which would broaden the scope of what 
the distinguished majority leader has 
very narrowly circumscribed in the 
provision of his amendment which is as 
follows, "Communications between of
ficials of the White House and the De
partment of Treasury or Resolution 
Trust Corporation relating to the 
Whitewater Development Corporation 
and the Madison Guaranty Savings and 
Loan Association," to a broader state
ment to have an inquiry "into, study 
of, and hearings on all matters which 

have any tendency to reveal the full 
facts about the independence of the 
Resolution Trust Corporation, Federal 
banking agencies, and other Federal 
regulatory agencies, including any im
proper contacts among officials of the 
White House, the Department of Treas
ury, the Resolution Trust Corporation, 
the Office of Thrift Supervision, and 
any other Federal agency." 

The difference in those approaches is 
obvious on their faces, where the 
amendment that I am offering is much 
broader and in line with the amend
ment in March which the Senate ap
proved on a 98-to-nothing vote. 

There was disclosed in the press in 
late February or early March the de
tails of a meeting between members of 
the White House staff and officers of 
the Resolution Trust Corporation, 
which led me to write to the President 
asking him to terminate the employ
ment of the individuals who were in
volved in those discussions unless his 
personal inquiry satisfied the Presi
dent, as I say, personally that there 
was no impropriety involved, and if he 
made that determination, then I asked 
the President to make a disclosure as 
to what those extenuating and exoner
ating facts should be. 

When the RTC and officials of the De
partment of Treasury are involved in 
an investigation, it is absolutely, posi
tively inappropriate for them to brief 
members of the White House staff on 
that matter. The investigators or those 
privy to an investigation should abso
lutely not have contacts or make dis
closures to any individuals who may be 
the subject of an inquiry. That is a 
very, very basic rule of investigations 
which requires a little elaboration 
about not talking to those who are sub
ject to an investigation because that 
compromises the investigation. 

And it seemed to me that those indi
viduals ought to be summarily fired. 
Before asking the President to sum
marily fire them, I included an escape 
clause that if he was satisfied that 
there was some extenuating cir
cumstance which exonerated them 
from what appeared to be a total cause 
for firing, so be it. The President is 
their chief and if he makes that deci
sion and makes a disclosure of his rea
sons, then we would take the matter 
from there. 

As of this moment, some 3 months 
later, I have not had any reply to my 
letter of March 3, and later in the 
course of this amendment, I will read 
the letter and put it into the RECORD. 

But on the face of this matter, the 
limitations which are contained in the 
amendment offered by Senator MITCH
ELL are much too restrictive on their 
face, and the broader scope of this 
amendment I think would provide the 
public with the kind of assurance and 
confidence that the matter would be 
investigated in an appropriate way. 

On the second-degree amendment of
fered by the distinguished majority 
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. leader, it simply says that there will be 
further inquiry, or may be a further in
quiry, as the majority leader and the 
Republican leader may agree to. And 
that says nothing, because without the 
agreement of the majority leader, 
there is going to be no further inquiry. 

Based upon the scope of the inves
tigation which is contained in his 
amendment, the inquiry is very, very 
sharply circumscribed as to be vir
tually meaningless. It is for that rea
son that I have offered this amend
ment. 

I might say, Madam President, I have 
no illusion about the outcome of the 
vote, considering the party-line result. 
But, when there is an impasse of this 
sort between the Democrats and the 
Republicans, this is our only course. It 
is unfortunate that this is tying up an 
important airport bill which really 
ought to proceed in the public interest 
and be disposed of. 

But the fact is that the only avail
able pressure point for Republicans in 
Washington, DC, today in the Federal 
Government is the ability of 44 Repub
licans, if we are sufficiently united 
with 41, to stop legislation from mov
ing through this body. I hope that that 
will not be necessary, because gridlock 
works to the disadvantage of the Amer
ican people and it gives a big black eye 
to the Senate of the United States. 

So it is my hope that, when we dis
cuss these matters, flush them out and 
talk about the scope of the investiga
tion and the reasons for it, we will find 
some accommodation in this Chamber 
so that we can proceed to transact the 
business of the country. 

Madam President, I inquire as to how 
much of my time remains. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 11 minutes and 45 seconds re
maining. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. 
I yield the floor and reserve the re

mainder of my time. 
Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 

thank my colleague for his comments. 
What is occurring is the following: 

Senator D'AMATO offered an amend
ment dealing with the so-called 
Whitewater matter and included in his 
amendment a very broad description of 
the proposed subject matters of a con
gressional hearing. 

It is our view that the broad inter
pretation in that amendment directly 
contradicts the request of the special 
counsel and also directly contradicts 
the Senate's previous action when, on 
March 17, the Senate voted 98 to zero 
to have congressional hearings struc
tured and sequenced in a way that does 
not interfere with the special counsel's 
investigation. 

We believe that the appropriate 
course which will permit the Senate to 
meet its constitutional and legal re-

sponsibility and permit the special 
counsel to go forward with a meaning
ful and effective investigation is to 
conduct hearings on the first phase of 
the special counsel's investigation 
when he completes that first phase, but 
in any event the hearings would begin 
no later than July 29 of this year, and 
then to conduct hearings on the re
maining phases of his investigation 
when he completes those remaining 
phases. That is the special counsel's re
quest. That is consistent with what the 
Senate has voted 98 to zero on March 
17. 

When Senator D'AMATO offered his 
amendment and then I offered an alter
native amendment, I proposed to Sen
ator D'AMATO and our Republican col
leagues that we take them up separate 
from any other bill-freestanding, in 
the jargon of the Senate-and that we 
debate them and we vote on both of 
them; that there would be a vote on my 
amendment and there would be a vote 
on Senator D'AMATO's amendment. The 
Senate would be then in a position to 
express its will on which of the compet
ing procedures it wished to adopt. That 
request was rejected by Senator 
D'AMATO and our Republican col
leagues. 

He then offered it as an amendment 
to the airport improvements bill. Of 
course, this subject has nothing to do 
with the airport improvements bill. 
Many Americans will no doubt wonder 
why we are debating Whitewater in 
connection with a bill that is to pro
vide funds for airport improvement. 
The rules of the Senate permit that, of 
course, since there is no restriction on 
the right of amendment. 

Following his offering of the amend
ment, I offered mine as a second degree 
to his. The Senate then effectively 
chose mine over his by adopting mine 
by a vote of 56 to 43. 

Subsequently, what has happened is 
our Republican colleagues are taking 
each of the individual provisions in 
Senator D'AMATO's amendment and of
fering them as separate amendments. 
That is the amendment we have before 
us. 

In Senator D'AMATO's amendment, 
for example, in section-and this is 
hard to follow because of all the num
bers and letters-but it is l(b)l(A). 
That was offered as a separate amend
ment and the Senate rejected it by 
adopting an alternative. The same is 
true of subsection (F), subsection (G) of 
that amendment, as well as subsection 
(N) of that amendment. 

And now we have before us what is a 
verbatim copy of subsection (E) of the 
D'Amato amendment. 

So, in effect, the Senate is debating 
the same issue which it has debated on 
five previous occasions and votes, the 
first being the broader amendment as 
to the scope and then following that a 
series of amendments dealing with in
dividual provisions in the broader 
D' Amato amendment. 

So, while the language of this amend
ment is different, reflecting a sub
section that is different from those pre
viously pending, the issue is the same. 
The issue is: What should the scope of 
the congressional hearings be at this 
time? 

And there it is our view that, consist
ent with both the Senate's resolution 
of March 17 and the request of the spe
cial counsel himself, the hearings by 
the Senate now should be limited to 
those subjects that are to be completed 
in the first phase of the special coun
sel's investigation. And the special 
counsel has been quite clear and con
sistent in that request, both in writing 
and orally in meetings with Members 
of the Senate and in other public state
ments. His concern is that hearings 
that go beyond the first phase now will 
undermine his investigation into the 
remaining matter. 

So, while the words are different 
from the previous amendment, the 
issue is identical to those of the pre
vious amendment, except for the im
mediately preceding amendment which 
dealt with the date on which the inves
tigation or the hearings will begin. 

Madam President, I would like, if I 
might, to take a moment to respond 
not to the remarks of the Senator from 
Pennsylvania but rather to remarks 
made earlier by the Senator from Mis
sissippi when we dealt with his amend
ment. That has to do with what he 
called whether there is going to be a 
free and fair hearing. 

The implication of his remarks is 
that the procedure contained in my 
resolution will not permit a free and 
fair hearing and we would have to 
adopt procedures of Senator D'AMATO's 
resolution to have such a hearing. I 
suggest the opposite is the case. 

First, the procedure set forth in my 
resolution is that the hearing be held, 
as are all Senate hearings, in accord
ance with the rules, practices, prece
dents, and procedures of the Senate. 

Today, this very day, committees of 
the Senate held hearings under those 
rules. I know of no one who has sug
gested that those hearings were not 
free and fair or that there is some rea
son to think that we cannot have free 
and fair hearings under the Senate's 
rules. 

The one difference is, of course, the 
limitation on the scope to accommo
date the request of the special counsel. 

Now, the procedure proposed in Sen
ator D'AMATO's alternative resolution, 
by contrast, is one that has no prece
dent in the more than 200 years of Sen
ate history. We are presented with, as 
an alternative, a procedure which has 
never occurred. 

I have asked Senator D'AMATO and 
others in our staff, and we can find no 
precedent for it. It establishes a proc
ess that is outside the rules of the Sen
ate, that is not consistent with the 
prior practices and procedures of the 
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Senate, and that creates certain pow
ers in certain members of the special 
committee that are without any prece
dent in the Senate. 

So I did not have a chance to respond 
earlier and I want to make it clear, lest 
there be any misunderstanding, the 
way to have a proper and thorough 
hearing consistent with the Senate's 
practices and consistent with the re
quest of the special counsel is to do 
what the Senate has already done. 
That is, to adopt the resolution which 
I have proposed and to reject the alter
native which has been proposed by Sen
ator D'AMATO, as the Senate has done. 

So, Madam President, I urge my col
leagues to vote for the substitute 
amendment which tracks the previous 
substitute amendments and makes 
clear that we are going to have hear
ings and we are going to do them in a 
manner that is consistent both with 
the Senate's resolution adopted 98 to 0 
in March and the request of the special 
counsel, and in addition, the practices 
and procedures of the Senate. 

Madam President, I yield the floor 
and I reserve the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority leader has 11 minutes and 5 sec
onds remaining and the Senator from 
Pennsylvania, 11 minutes and 45 sec
onds remaining. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
believe the amendment which I have 
just offered is substantially different 
than anything which has been dis
cussed heretofore because of the very 
substantial factual background leading 
to this amendment. These are mate
rials provided, some from hearings and 
some from .media accounts, and I be
lieve they are accurate, but they are 
subject to that limitation. But the in
formation is that on September 28, 
1993, Treasury general counsel, Jean 
Hanson, briefed White House counsel 
Bernard Nussbaum on the RTC's plans 
to make a criminal referral to the Jus
tice Department relating to the failure 
of Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan 
Association and reportedly told Mr. 
Nussbaum that President Clinton and 
First Lady Hillary Clinton would be 
mentioned as potential beneficiary of 
Madison's failures. 

There was later a meeting on October 
14, 1993, among Treasury and White 
House officials in Mr. Nussbaum's of
fice. There was later, on February 2, 
1994, a meeting initiated by Mr. Roger 
Altman, and Miss Jean Hanson with 
Mr. Nussbaum to "describe the proce
dural reasons for the then impending 
February 28th deadline as far as the 
statute of limitations was concerned." 
And a few days following the February 
2 meeting, Mr. Altman discussed his 
possible recusal with Mr. Ickes in per
son, Mr. McLarty by telephone. 

The Office of Thrift Supervision Act
ing Director Jonathan Fiechter and 
acting general counsel Carolyn 

Lieberman allegedly turned down a re
quest of the senior lawyer in the Mid
west region who would handle the OTS 
investigation of Silverado Savings & 
Loan to open a formal investigation 
into Madison. The decision not to pur
sue the investigation was reportedly 
made by senior political appointees at 
Treasury. However, Mr. Fiechter has 
stated that he had "no involvement in 
the matter and that neither he nor 
OTS staff had consulted with Treasury 
Department officials on enforcement 
matters." 

If I might have the attention of the 
majority leader? On the amendment 
which I have offered, I have included 
the Office of Thrift Supervision, which 
I think is a very important agency, 
which is not mentioned in the amend
ment of the majority leader. 

I ask the majority leader what rea
son he would have for excluding the Of
fice of Thrift Supervision from being 
specified as an Agency whose conduct 
ought to be subject to investigation? 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 

we believe the resolution we presented 
is precisely consistent with the request 
of the special counsel and the previous 
action by the Senate; that it embraces 
those subjects which should be covered 
now; and that will not interfere with 
the special counsel's investigation. 

Mr. SPECTER. If I may pursue this 
with the majority leader, in the timing 
which the majority leader has estab
lished, procedures are designed to allow 
the special counsel to proceed. I dis
agree with that. I think you can have 
an investigation, an inquiry by the 
Senate, without interfering with spe-

. cial counsel. 
But assuming the majority leader 

has his way on it-which appears to be 
the case with 56 votes on his side of the 
aisle-what harm is there in including 
the Office of Thrift Supervision within 
the scope of that paragraph of his scope 
of investigation? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 
my understanding is that the allega
tion of improper conduct related to the 
Resolution Trust Corporation and not 
to the Office of Thrift Supervision. I 
think if we said we were going to in
clude that, there would, of course, be 
no limitation on any agency or office 
which could be included. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
do not think that is true. If you specify 
the Office of Thrift Supervision, it is 
just that. 

I would like to know what other 
agencies may be involved. In the course 
of an inquiry it is entirely possible 
that other agencies may be mentioned. 
We just do not know. So that is why 
there is a catch-all provision in my 
amendment. But with respect to the 
Office of Thrift--

Mr. MITCHELL. If I may just com
ment on that? 

Mr. SPECTER. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. MITCHELL. To follow that argu

ment to its logical conclusion-al
though there is no evidence involving 
anyone in the Office of Thrift Super
vision, the Senator says they should be 
included because something might de
velop about them. We could put the en
tire Federal Government into this. We 
could say, well, even though we have 
no evidence of improper action by a 
particular agency-let us say the De
partment of Defense-we ought to in
clude them in it because there might 
be some evidence that would be devel
oped, implicating them. 

I do not agree with that. 
Mr. SPECTER. The majority leader 

misunderstands me. You may not have 
heard my reference because you may 
have been conversing at that point be
fore I specifically attracted your atten
tion. But I had referred to the specific 
of the Office of Thrift Supervision Act
ing Director, Jonathan Fiechter, and 
Acting General Counsel Carolyn 
Lieberman had allegedly turned down a 
request from a senior lawyer in the 
Midwest region to open a formal inves
tigation into Madison. 

So there are specific factual allega
tions in the public domain involving 
the Office of Thrift Supervision. It 
seems to me that even under the nar
rowest of interpretations, which I sub
mit the distinguished majority leader 
has in his resolution, the Office of 
Thrift Supervision ought to be in
cluded. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 
the alleged contacts which are the sub
ject of the first phase of the special 
counsel's investigation, involved con
tacts in Washington and do not involve 
matters outside of Washington . 

If and when those are the subject of 
the special counsel's investigation, and 
he completes that investigation, then I 
believe it will be appropriate to have a 
hearing on that matter. 

I believe we should limit the hearings 
to those matters which are embraced 
in the first phase of the special coun
sel's inves.tigation, so, in his words, as 
to not to take any action which would 
undermine or interfere with his subse
quent investigation. 

Mr. SPECTER. I am delighted, 
Madam President, to join issue specifi
cally with the majority leader on that 
point, because I think that illustrates 
the fallacy of the limited scope, the 
fallacy of limiting our inquiry, the 
Senate's inquiry, into what the special 
counsel has to work on. 

There is no magic as to what occurs 
in a Washington investigation con
trasted with what occurs in an inves
tigation outside of Washington. 

When the Office of Thrift Supervision 
in the Midwest region has made an in
quiry into an Arkansas transaction and 
all the indications are that it is di
rectly related to even the matters 
which the majority leader would have 
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subject to investigation-what has 
been done with the Resolution Trust 
Corporation and the officials of the De
partment of Treasury-I think it shows 
the inappropriateness of having such a 
narrowly circumscribed inquiry. 

When the majority leader talks about 
not including other Federal agencies, 
like the Department of Defense, I think 
that is unanalogous. You have agencies 
like the Department of Justice, which I 
would not want to name specifically 
because we do not know what may or 
may not have been involved, but there 
are contacts from the Department of 
Justice, and if some of the leads move 
in that direction, there ought to be 
breadth of scope so that you can pursue 
that. 

When investigations are conducted 
by grand juries or investigations are 
conducted by congressional commit
tees, there is characteristically a suffi
ciently broad mandate to pursue mat
ters without having it specified and 
coming back to the originating body. 

I know very well that the distin
guished majority leader is experienced 
in this field. He has been an assistant 
U.S. attorney. He has been a Federal 
judge. He has participated in congres
sional investigations. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I just correct the 
RECORD at one point-U.S. attorney. 

Mr. SPECTER. What did I say you 
were? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Assistant. 
Mr. SPECTER. I did not mean to de

mote Senator MITCHELL. I stand cor
rected. 

Mr. MITCHELL. A small point, but I 
am proud to have served. 

Mr. SPECTER. If you called me U.S. 
attorney, I would have interrupted as 
well. I was a district attorney. Some
times precision can be added, and I 
thank the majority leader. But the 
substantive point remains that you 
have such a tightly drawn charter and 
here you have a situation where there 
are specific matters in the field in the 
Office of Thrift Supervision, and a Sen
ate hearing may come upon a matter 
which is directly related to the Office 
of Thrift Supervision. 

Who knows, some Senator who might 
be sitting on the right side of the aisle 
may ask a question and the chairman 
may say, "I'm sorry; that is out of 
order. We have an amendment from 
Senator MITCHELL here which pre
cludes it." 

We talk about a lot of generalized 
matters which are a little hard to fol
low in the public arena. But I raise this 
issue because there is specific informa
tion involving the Office of Thrift Su
pervision which touches these matters 
directly and that seems to me ought to 
be at least within the scope of what 
would be agreed to by the majority 
leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 
has the Senator concluded his re
marks? 

Mr. SPECTER. I have. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair will tell the Senator from Penn
sylvania, he has 26 seconds remaining. 
The majority leader has 11 minutes and 
1 second remaining. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Would the Senator 
like a few more minutes of my time? 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the majority 
leader for that offer. It depends on 
what happens. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 
let me make a couple of points. 

First, so there can be no misunder
standing in the Senate about the fact 
that we are voting on the same thing 
we have previously voted on, I want to 
read the paragraph of this amendment 
and then read the paragraph of the 
D'Amato amendment which the Senate 
has previously debated and voted on, 
and by adopting the al terna ti ve re
jected. Just so all Senators understand 
that. 

Here is what this amendment says 
beginning at line 4, after appropriate 
introductory language, in referring to 
the committee: 

* * * conduct an investigation into, study 
of, and hearings on, all matters which have 
any tendency to reveal the full facts about 
the independence of the Resolution Trust 
Corporation, Federal banking agencies and 
other Federal regulatory agencies, including 
any improper contacts among officials of the 
White House, the Department of the Treas
ury, the Resolution Trust Corporation, the 
Office of Thrift Supervision, and any other 
Federal agency. 

The language of the D'Amato amend
ment is: 

* * * conduct an investigation into and 
study of all matters which have any tend
ency to reveal the full facts about the inde
pendence of the Resolution Trust Corpora
tion, Federal banking agencies and other 
Federal regulatory agencies, including any 
improper contacts among officials of the 
White House, the Department of the Treas
ury, the Resolution Trust Corporation, the 
Office of Thrift Supervision, and any other 
Federal agency. 

A listener will note they are iden
tical. So we are debating and voting on 
an amendment which we have already 
debated and voted on as part of a larger 
amendment. 

Second, the Senator has focused on 
and has raised a good point on the Res
olution Trust Corporation, but his 
amendment also includes the words, 
"other Federal regulatory agencies, 
banking agencies, and any other Fed
eral agency." That is a license for an 
unlimited fishing expedition. 

"Other Federal regulatory agencies, 
Federal banking agencies and any 
other Federal agency." It seems to me 
those words make clear that the pur
pose here is to permit inquiries into 
any subject involving any Federal 
agency. 

And so while the Senator argues-
and I respect him and his point of 
view-that my resolution is too restric
tive, I do not share that view. I re
spectfully disagree. I would argue that 

this amendment is way too broad. That 
is the problem. That is the disagree
ment we have. 

Our colleagues want right now to 
have hearings that will get into every 
conceivable aspect of this matter and 
be able to involve any Federal agency. 

We want to heed the request of the 
special counsel to limit the hearings to 
those subjects which are involved in 
the first phase of his investigation so 
as not to undermine the remainder of 
his investigation. That is the point 
that is at issue, and that has been at 
issue from the beginning of this discus
sion. 

The Senator suggests that, in his 
words, there is a fallacy in the argu
ment that we ought to limit it to those 
matters being covered in the first 
phase of the special counsel's inves
tigation. I disagree, again, respectfully, 
but I note that if there is a fallacy, it 
is a fallacy adopted by the Senate by a 
vote of 98 to 0 in March. I do not know 
if the Senator was present then, but if 
he was, he voted for it. And it says, in 
subparagraph D: 

The hearing should be structured and 
sequenced in such a manner that, in the 
judgment of the leaders, they would not 
interfere with the ongoing investigation of 
Special Counsel Robert B. Fiske, Jr. 

So the Senate, by a wide vote, ex
pressed itself clearly on the Record as 
not wanting to conduct hearings in a 
manner that would interfere with the 
special counsel's investigation. 

Mr. SPECTER. Will the distinguished 
majority leader yield for a question? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Certainly. 
Mr. SPECTER. I was present, and I 

disagree with the interpretation to this 
effect: That as you have structured 
your amendment, you have done so in 
a way calculated not to interfere with 
the special counsel's inquiry. I do not 
think it has to be, but you have done 
that. 

My point is, why not add the Office of 
Thrift Supervision? When you talk 
about the Washington matters, I be
lieve that that relates to matters 
which occurred during the term of 
President Clinton's occupancy in the 
White House, as opposed to something 
which is geographical in nature. 

When I refer to the Office of Thrift 
Supervision and what happened in the 
Midwest branch, it is not a matter of 
geography, it is a matter of timing; 
that those matters occurred, as I un
derstand it, while President Clinton 
has been in office. 

So that would be comprehended with
in the Washington phase of the inquiry. 
Although the Senator may disagree 
with the Federal banking agencies, 
Federal regulatory agencies, and other 
Federal agencies, because that reaches 
every conceivable aspect of the matter, 
it seems to me that is exactly what we 
are trying to do, is reach every con
ceivable aspect of the matter so long as 
we are investigating the matter. 
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But why not at least-and these are 

my questions-why not at least include 
the Office of Thrift Supervision within 
the confines of the Senator's param
eters? The second question is, is it not 
appropriate to include matters which 
occurred, al though geographically in 
the Midwest, in time when President 
Clinton was in office, which is the sub
stantive designation of the Washington 
scope? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, if 
I might respond, it was the special 
counsel himself who stated that his in
vestigation had two phases, one being a 
Washington phase and one being a so
called Arkansas phase, and that the 
Washington phase embraced those mat
ters which he identified and on which 
our resolution is based. 

Mr. SPECTER. Was not that based 
upon matters, the Washington phase, 
when Mr. Clinton was in the White 
House, when William J. Clinton was 
President? The Office of Thrift Super
vision matters occurred while he was 
President as opposed to being linked to 
his activities while he was Governor in 
Arkansas. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Right. But my point 
is that we are honoring the request of 
the special counsel, and we have ac
cepted his description of the subject 
matter that is the first phase of his in
vestigation and his request not to go 
beyond that. 

Mr. SPECTER. But as I understand 
it, he has not asked us to stay out of 
what happened with the Office of Thrift 
Supervision in the Midwest region. 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is true. He has 
not asked us to stay out of offshore 
drilling in California. He has not asked 
us to stay out of whatever. We had this 
debate earlier in connection with an
other amendment. We are stating it in 
the affirmative in accordance with 
what the special counsel indicated is in 
the first phase of his investigation. 

Now, we had an earlier amendment 
dealing with Mrs. Clinton's commodity 
trading, and the same argument was 
made: Well, Mr. Fiske did not object to 
that. 

Of course, he did not. It has nothing 
to do with it. And I think the comment 
was made, well, Mr. Fiske did not ob
ject-he did not say he objected to con
gressional investigation into Mrs. Clin
ton's attempt to join the Marines. Does 
that mean we do it here? 

I think we approach it from a dif
ferent context. We are not saying that 
merely because Mr. Fiske did not cb
ject to something it ought to be in
cluded in the hearing. There is a uni
verse, almost infinity of things that 
Mr. Fiske did not object to, but what 
we are saying is that we are taking 
those things that he has affirmatively 
stated constitute the subject matter of 
the first phase of his investigation. 

Mr. SPECTER. But has not--
Mr. MITCHELL. Let me finish the 

sentence. And we are including those in 

the first phase of the congressional 
hearings. And then when the second 
phase of his investigation is completed, 
it would then be, in my judgment will 
be appropriate and mandatory that the 
Senate conduct hearings on the re
maining matters that are the subject 
of the remainder of his investigation. 

Mr. SPECTER. But has not Mr. Fiske 
said that the first phase of his inves
tigation is the Washington phase, 
meaning what happened while the 
President was in office? And is not the 
incident of the Office of Thrift Super
vision that I referred to part of the 
first phase so that it ought to be in
cluded even within the limited scope of 
what the majority leader has proposed? 

Mr. MITCHELL. No, I do not agree 
with that. 

Mr. SPECTER. Why not? 
Mr. MITCHELL. I do not think it 

should be included because it is not in
cluded in the first phase of his inves
tigation. So we are limiting ourselves 
to those matters which are in the first 
phase of his investigation. And if that 
is a subject of the second or later phase 
of his investigation, then, of course, we 
will have hearings on those matters 
after he has completed that phase of 
his inquiry. 

Mr. SPECTER. If I am able to satisfy 
the majority leader--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will announce that the majority 
leader has used his time, and the Sen
a tor from Pennsylvania has 26 seconds 
remaining. 

Mr. SPECTER. I am ahead of the 
game. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I will give the Sen
a tor a final word. 

Mr. SPECTER. If I may finish the 
question to the distinguished majority 
leader. If I am able to show the Senator 
factually that the matters related to 
the Office of Thrift Supervision are a 
part of the first phase of Mr. Fiske's in
vestigation, would he be willing to 
amend the charter to include the Office 
of Thrift Supervision? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I will listen to any
thing the Senator has to say and re
view it carefully and seriously, as I do 
all matters that he suggests. I do not 
make a commitment to what course of 
action I might take. 

Mr. SPECTER. I take that as a quali
fied yes. 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is not a quali
fied yes. It is an agreement to hear 
what the Senator says. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. SPECTER. I ask unanimous con
sent that the letter I wrote to the 
President dated March 3, 1994, be made 
a part of the record. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 

Washington, DC, March 3, 1994. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I noted media re
ports of meetings between Treasury Depart
ment and White House personnel concerning 
the investigation of the Madison Guaranty 
Savings & Loan. 

Given the facts surrounding that investiga
tion, there is a strong inference that those 
meetings have compromised the investiga
tion and have obstructed the investigation of 
a financial institution in violation of federal 
law. 

Unless your personal review clears the par
ties of wrongful conduct, then I call upon 
you to terminate their employment forth
with without awaiting any criminal inves
tigation by the Special Prosecutor. 

If you do not terminate their employment, 
I ask you to advise me of the specifics of pre
cisely what occurred in all meetings and con
versations between the Treasury Department 
and White House personnel concerning the 
Madison investigation. 

Sincerely, 
ARLEN SPECTER. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Under the previous 

order, it is my understanding that Sen
a tor BOND was going to be present with 
his amendment or he was going to have 
it available for Senator SPECTER or an
other designee to offer. And I inquire 
through the Chair of the Senator from 
Pennsylvania if he is prepared now to 
offer Senator BOND'S amendment or if 
he would like a brief quorum call while 
he reviews that? 

Mr. SPECTER. If I may respond, I do 
not have the information. I think Sen
ator BOND may be on his way over. So 
I think the appropriate course would be 
to have a quorum call. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab

sence of a quorum has been suggested. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1790 
(Purpose: To authorize hearings on the De

partment of Justice's handling of the Reso
lution Trust Corporation's criminal refer
rals relating to Madison Guaranty Savings 
and Loan Association) 
Mr. BOND. Madam President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND] pro

poses an amendment numbered 1790. 

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the follow

ing: 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs shall conduct an in
vestigation into, study of, and hearings on, 
all matters which have any tendency to re
veal the full facts about the Department of 
Justice's handling of the Resolution Trust 
Corporation's criminal referrals relating to 
Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan Asso
ciation. The term "Madison Guaranty Sav
ings and Loan Association" includes any 
subsidiary company. affiliated company, or 
business owned or controlled, in whole or in 
part, by Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan 
Association, its officers, directors, or prin
cipal shareholders. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1791 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1790 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL] 

proposes an amendment numbered 1791 to 
amendment numbered 1790. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed, insert the 

following: 
(1) Additional Hearings: In the fulfillment 

of the Senate's constitutional oversight role , 
additional hearings on the matters identified 
in the resolution passed by the Senate by a 
vote of 98-0 on March 17, 1994 should be au
thorized as appropriate under, and in accord
ance with, the provisions of that resolution. 

(2) Any additional hearings should be 
structured and sequenced in such a manner 
that in the judgment of the two Leaders they 
would not interfere with the ongoing inves
tigation of Special Counsel Robert B. Fiske, 
Jr. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 
as the Senator from Missouri may be 
aware, under a prior agreement, we 
will debate this amendment until 6:30. 
I, therefore, ask unanimous consent 
that the time between now and 6:30 be 
for debate on the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Missouri and the 
amendment offered by myself with the 
time equally divided between the Sen
ator from Missouri and myself. 

Mr. BOND. That is agreeable. I have 
no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
inquire whether the yeas and nays have 

been ordered on my amendment to the 
preceding Specter amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They 
have not been. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
now ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, if 

it is in order, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on my amendment just offered to 
the Bond amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I thank my col

league. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

a tor from Missouri is recognized. 
Mr. BOND. Madam President, since it 

is likely, given what we have seen in 
the past, that we will be blocked out 
from having a vote on the amendment 
which I just offered-this is the prac
tice that we have gone through-I 
thought it would be helpful for my col
leagues and those who are interested in 
this to know specifically what we are 
attempting to examine, and the vote 
which will occur along straight party 
lines, if the past is prologue to the his
tory, and if prologue will prevent our 
consideration. 

The amendment I sent to the desk, 
which has a second degree, would sim
ply authorize the committee to inves
tigate the Justice Department's han
dling of the RTC's two sets of criminal 
referrals involving Madison Guaranty. 
Many savings and loans, such as Madi
son Guaranty, failed because of crimi
nal misconduct by insiders. Part of the 
RTC's duties include making referrals 
to criminal authorities to apprise them 
of possible wrongdoing. 

Congress also expects RTC criminal 
referrals sent to the Justice Depart
ment to be thoroughly and expedi
tiously reviewed. The American tax
payers, who so far have paid approxi
mately $81 billion to resolve failed sav
ings and loans, should be confident 
that the Justice Department is pursu
ing criminal referrals received from 
the RTC. The taxpayers also have a 
right to know specifically what hap
pened to the RTC criminal referrals in
volving Madison that were sent to the 
Department of Justice in 1992 and 1993. 

Did the Department of Justice have 
adequate procedures in place to deal 
with criminal referrals it received from 
the RTC, and were those procedures 
followed in the case of Madison Guar
anty? 

(Mr. CONRAD assumed the chair.) 
Mr. BOND. On September 2, 1992, the 

RTC made a criminal referral to Jus
tice alleging a $1.5 million check kiting 
scheme among Madison, Jim 
McDougal, and entities under Jim 
McDougal's control. The referral was 

sent to the U.S. attorney for the East
ern District of Arkansas. About 6 
months later, in March 1993, the RTC 
senior investigator of Madison was in
formed that the U.S. attorney in Ar
kansas had sent this initial referral to 
Washington because the referral was a 
politically hot one. 

Remarkably, when the RTC inves
tigator attempted to determine the 
status of the Madison criminal referral, 
she was told by the U.S. attorney's of
fice that there was no record of the re
ferral in the Arkansas U.S. attorney's 
office. 

Something happened. Do we in this 
body not have a right to ask what hap
pened? Why not? 

It took until May 1993 to determine 
that the Arkansas U.S. Attorney had 
sent the referral to Washington, DC 
claiming that he felt there was a con
flict of interest. The main Justice De
partment in Washington ultimately re
turned the referral to Arkansas, decid
ing there was no basis for recusal of 
the U.S. attorney and a lack of conflict 
of interest. 

Documents reveal there were no spe
cific procedures in place at the Justice 
Department to monitor the disposition 
of RTC's criminal referral, nor does 
Congress know whether the Justice De
partment has specific procedures in 
place for criminal referrals it deter
mines are politically hot. 

Mr. President, I asked questions of 
the RTC about similar referrals, and 
what they did with politically hot 
cases, when the RTC was before the 
Banking Committee. I got a misin
formation answer the first time, and as 
part of the result of that question and 
that answer, we got 10 subpoenas to the 
White House. But we have not had an 
opportunity to ask the Department of 
Justice similar questions. 

This seems to me to be just another 
classic example of the stonewall, this 
time on behalf of Congress. Did the 
Justice Department adequately review 
the RTC criminal referrals regarding 
Madison? 

On October 8, 1993, the RTC sent nine 
additional referrals to the U.S. attor
ney and the FBI. Two weeks later, the 
new Clinton-appointed U.S. attorney, 
Paula Casey, wrote to the RTC to indi
cate that the referrals had been de
clined. 

In that declination letter Paula 
Casey also indicated that the matt er 
was concluded before she began work
ing in this office. It is unclear who at 
Justice reviewed the RTC criminal re
ferrals relating to Madison, and at 
what point the decision was made not 
to pursue the referrals. 

Mr. President, these matters involve 
critical questions about the Justice De
partment's procedures for handling 
criminal referrals from the RTC. It 
also remains unclear what the timing 
was of the Justice Department's dec
lination of the Madison criminal-relat
ed referrals. 
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I believe that for a thorough inves

tigation of this matter, we must make 
a determination and report to the 
American taxpayers about how the 
criminal referrals are handled by the 
Justice Department and whether they 
were handled properly in the Madison 
case. The American taxpayers should 
not have to pay one more dollar than 
necessary to resolve Madison Guar
anty. This clearly relates to the Wash
ington phase of the investigation. We 
are apparently, based on the discus
sions previously, going to be precluded 
from asking the Department of Justice 
about this case on the theory that the 
special counsel did not look into it; 
therefore, we cannot look into it. Well, 
the only reason we got the special 
counsel into it in the first place was 
that we had officials before the Bank
ing Committee who represented the 
RTC and Treasury, and we were able to 
ask the questions. Sometimes asking 
questions and exposing these materials 
to the light of day can bring some 
amazing consequences. 

Are we to be shut out from asking 
how the Department of Justice handled 
this, and how all of the appointees of 
the Clinton administration handled 
them? Well, if the second-degree 
amendment by the majority leader is 
adopted, we will not even get a chance 
to vote on this issue. 

Mr. President, I suggest that the 
American people ought to sense that 
somebody has a real desire to keep 
Congress and the American people from 
knowing what went on. We have seen 
in the past in this body vigorously pur
sued investigations of the administra
tion, the executive branch, when it was 
in Republican hands. Somehow that 
zeal for investigation has waned with 
the change of party in the White 
House. 

I urge my colleagues to disapprove 
the second-degree amendment, to show 
some courage, and to say that, yes, we 
would like to know whether the Jus
tice Department acted properly in han
dling these referrals, and whether they 
had any contacts, communications, or 
other transactions with the White 
House during the time that these 
criminal referrals were under consider
ation, and afterward. 

Mr. President, these are very serious 
matters. The American people have a 
right to know, and I think we can do 
better than stonewall them and say: 
You cannot ask the Department of Jus
tice anythi.ng, because the special 
counsel, Mr. Fiske, was not involved in 
investigations of the Justice Depart
ment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the rol!. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the time be equally 
charged to both sides under the 
quorum call. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. I ask how much time is 
remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's side of the aisle controls 5 min
utes 15 seconds, and the majority side 
has 16 minutes 30 seconds. 

Mr. BOND. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator suggest the absence of a 
quorum? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the 
issue before us is once again identical 
to the issue which we have previously 
debated and voted on in the Senate 
over the past few days. I believe this 
will now be the sixth or seventh vote 
that will deal with the same issue. 

As I stated earlier, Senator D'AMATO 
offered an amendment which at
tempted to establish a broad scope for 
the hearings far beyond that of the 
subjects covered in the first phase of 
the special counsel's investigation. 

I believe his amendment directly 
contradicts the action taken by the 
Senate by a vote of 98 to 0 in March, 
and directly contradicts the request of 
the special counsel that the hearings to 
be conducted at this time be limited to 
those subjects which are covered in the 
first phase of the special counsel's in
vestigation. 

I offered to our Republican col
leagues to have a vote on Senator 
D'AMATO's amendment and one on 
mine. They refused that. Therefore, 
Senator D'AMATO offered his amend
ment to the airport improvements bill, 
and I then offered mine as a second-de
gree amendment to his. 

The Senate adopted my amendment 
by a vote of 56 to 43, thereby rejecting 
Senator D'AMATO's amendment. 

Now what has happened is our col
leagues have come in and are offering 
as separate amendments individual 
provisions out of Senator D'AMATO's 
amendment, and this is, I think, the 
fifth or sixth time they have done that. 

The amendment offered by Senator 
BOND appears at page 4, lines 8 through 
11, and page 6, lines 4 through 9, of the 
D'Amato amendment. That is to say, it 
is virtually word for word lifted out of 
an amendment that the Senate has al
ready rejected in a manner identical to 

that pursued in the previous amend
ment by Sena tor SPECTER, and by the 
various other amendments offered ear
lier. 

So there really is not much to say. 
We are now having the same debate for 
the seventh time, and we will have the 
same vote for the seventh time. And I 
guess we will have it as long as our Re
publican colleagues want to continue 
to offer amendments in the same pat
tern and debate the same issue and 
vote on the same issue. 

Let me, if I might, in just a few min
utes explain again what I believe the 
proper course of action should be. 

A special counsel was appointed to 
investigate the so-called Whitewater 
matter. The special counsel is himself 
a Republican, a life-long Republican, a 
man of experience and integrity, whose 
appointment was praised by Repub
lican Senators. 

He has requested in writing and in 
meetings with Senators and other pub
lic statements that the Senate not con
duct hearings which could interfere 
with or undermine his investigation, 
and he has specifically requested that 
since his investigation is being con
ducted in two phases, the Senate's 
hearings be conducted in phases, and 
that the first phase of the Senate hear
ings be limited to those subjects cov
ered in the first phase of his investiga
tion. 

The amendment offered by Senator 
D'AMATO, already rejected by the Sen
ate, specifically contradicts the special 
counsel's request by attempting to 
have the hearings now go far beyond 
the subjects covered in the first phase 
of the special counsel's investigation, 
and also contradicts the vote in the 
Senate in March where, by a vote of 98 
to 0, the Senate voted: 

The hearings should be structured and 
sequenced in such a manner that in the judg
ment of the leaders they would not interfere 
with the ongoing investigation of special 
counsel Robert B. Fiske, Jr. 

In the amendment preceding this 
one, a new twist was given to the mat
ter. It was suggested that since the 
special counsel had not specifically ob
jected to a certain subject, it ought to 
be included in this investigation and, 
therefore, the preceding amendment 
permitted an inquiry into Federal 
banking authorities, Federal regu
latory authorities and, in the words of 
that amendment, any Federal agency. 

I think that demonstrates the ex
treme nature of the unlimited fishing 
expedition that is being proposed here. 
There is an almost infinite and unlim
ited number of subjects to which the 
special counsel has not specifically ob
jected. If we adopt that line of theory, 
we could have a hearing that could in
vestigate the subject of gravity, off
shore drilling for oil off California, 
Mrs. Clinton's childhood schooling-al
most anything. 
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The real issue is, are we going to con

duct a serious and responsible inves
tigation that will, in fact, be consist
ent with both the actions taken by the 
Senate in March by a vote of 98 to 0, 
and the specific written and oral re
quests of the special counsel that our 
hearings not delve into matters beyond 
the scope of the first phase of his inves
tigation. 

That is really the issue. It has been 
the issue all along. The Senate has al
ready voted on it several times. 

I urge my colleagues to again reject 
the approach contained in this amend
ment, and I hope at some point we will 
be permitted to. proceed and get on 
with the Senate's business. We are now 
in the 4th full day of this matter, 
stretching over a period of 6 calendar 
days, and I think that we have an im
portant bill, the airport improvement 
bill, which provides funding for air
ports all across the country. This has 
nothing to do with that. 

I proposed that we take this matter 
up freestanding and unrelated, and 
that we have a vote on the Republican 
amendment and a vote on mine, and 
our colleagues rejected that offer and 
insisted instead that it be offered as an 
amendment to an unrelated bill, there
by delaying the airport improvement 
bill, and I think unwisely and need
lessly delaying the Senate. 

We have now been 4 full legislative 
days debating the same issue, voting 
on the same issue, over and over and 
over again, and the Senate has ex
pressed itself clearly and consistently. 

I hope that the Senate will do so 
again in the case of these two amend
ments. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my
self such time as I may require. 

I would like to ask if the distin
guished majority leader would be will
ing to answer several questions I have, 
to help me understand his position. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I apologize. I was 
discussing another matter with my 
staff. 

Does the Senator seek my attention? 
Certainly. 
Mr. BOND. I thank the majority 

leader. 
Mr. President, I ask the majority 

leader, since the special counsel is not 
investigating contacts by the Depart
ment of Justice, under the second.,de
gree amendment offered by the distin
guished majority leader, would I be al
lowed to ask the Justice Department 
officials about how they handled the 
referral under his amendments? 

Mr. MITCHELL. The Senator would 
be permitted to ask questions that are 
related directly to the subjects covered 
in the first phase of the special coun
sel's investigation. 

I will, in just a moment, if I can, get 
a copy of the amendment in my hand 
and read those to you. 
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Page 2 of the amendment includes 
the following matters which are con
current with the subjects of the first 
phase of the special counsel's inves
tigation. They involve: 

First, communications between offi
cials of the White House and the De
partment of the Treasury or the Reso
lution Trust Corporation relating to 
the Whitewater Development Corp. and 
the Madison Guaranty Savings & Loan 
Association; second, the Park Service 
police investigation into the death of 
White House Deputy Counsel Vincent 
Foster; and, third, the way in which 
White House officials handled docu
ments in the office of White House Dep
uty Counsel Vincent Foster at the time 
of his death. 

Any questions that are reasonably 
related to those subject matters would 
obviously be permitted. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I would 
ask the majority leader, since the 
White House special counsel's inves
tigation is not relating to the Depart
ment of Justice contacts, and since, as 
I laid out on the floor yesterday four 
specific requests I made of the RTC and 
they said that any questions about this 
matter must come from the Depart
ment of Justice, why will we not be 
able to ask those questions under the 
amendment proposed by the majority 
leader, why will we not be able to ask 
about the activities of Mr. Web Hub
bell, Mrs. Paula Casey, and why we 
should not be able to do so under our 
general oversight authority? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I will 
be pleased to answer that question 
again. I have done so several times 
over the past few days. 

The special counsel has made clear 
that it is his desire that the hearings 
conducted at this time be limited to 
the subjects of the first phase of his in
vestigation. 

Now, it is quite clear, and we have a 
respectful disagreement, that my col
league and our Republican colleagues 
want to go beyond that. In fact, the 
amendments offered would permit in
quiries into virtually any subject in
volving any Federal agency and involv
ing a wide range of subjects that we be
lieve do not have anything to do with 
this matter; that the purpose is to en
gage in a fishing expedition for politi
cal reasons. 

Now, that is what we have discussed. 
That is what we have debated. That is 
what we voted on. We can debate it and 
ask and answer questions from now, in 
the colloquial phrase used in Maine, 
until the cows come home, but it is not 
going to change the issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

The majority leader has time remain
ing. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I will be glad to 
yield some of my time to the Senator 
from Missouri if he wants to take a few 
more minutes. 

Mr. BOND. I appreciate that gener
ous offer. I had just a few more ques
tions to ask the majority leader and I 
would be honored to do so on his time. 

The majority leader referred to a 
broad fishing expedition. The amend
ment I offered relates to the full facts 
about the Department of Justice's han
dling of the Resolution Trust Corpora
tion criminal referrals relating to the 
Madison Guaranty Savings & Loan As
sociation. To me, this is not a broad 
fishing expedition. 

But, is it not the case, I would ask 
the majority leader, that Congress tra
ditionally has the right to ask ques
tions about any area of Federal Gov
ernment activity? I ask that as the 
first question. 

The second question is: When the spe
cial counsel has not begun any inves
tigation into the Department of Jus
tice contacts, why would Mr. Fiske 
want to preclude us from asking ques
tions? The questions that we asked in 
the Banking Committee of the RTC 
started this investigation. We might be 
able to bring more light on the subject 
through questions. 

I would ask if there is any specific in
dication the majority leader has had 
from the special counsel that we should 
not pursue questions that are not the 
subject of his investigation? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
have had no discussion or contact 
whatever with the special counsel, so 
my impression of his position is drawn 
from his public statements and docu
ments. 

We have made a complete circle and 
we are right now back at the begin
ning. This is almost word for word the 
discussion I had previously with Sen
ator SPECTER. I respect the fact Sen
ator BOND was not here then, but we 
have been through the same discussion. 

The approach taken by the Senator 
in his question is that if the special 
counsel has not objected specifically to 
a subject, we ought to get into it. This 
came up earlier today when we had an 
amendment asking for an investigation 
into some transactions that Mrs. Clin
ton engaged in 10 to 15 years ago. He 
has not objected to that because it has 
nothing to do with this. 

The comment was made then, not by 
me but by someone else, well, the spe
cial counsel has not specifically ob
jected to the fact that Mrs. Clinton 
tried to join the Marines. And I sup
pose, under the Senator's reasoning, we 
should now have an investigation of 
her efforts to join the Marines. 

We approach it from the opposite 
point of view; that is, from the affirma
tive point of view. And it is that these 
hearings should be conducted in a man
ner that they are structured and 
sequenced so as not to interfere with 
his investigation and be limited to the 
subjects of his investigation. That is 
what we have done. 

Now, we are really right back at the 
beginning where the Senator wants to 
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get into other matters. We have 
amendments here for any Federal agen
cy, all banking authorities, all regu
latory authorities. 

We just disagree. I understand the 
Senator's desire that it ought to go 
broader. 

Let me say finally, because our time 
is up and we are going to vote in just 
a minute, that the Senator just made a 
point that the Banking Committee pre
viously conducted the hearings into 
this matter. I know the Senator from 
Missouri is a member of that commit
tee. And it affirms my point in another 
difference between us on where these 
hearings should be conducted. 

We think the Banking Committee is 
the appropriate committee. According 
to the Senator's own assertion, it has 
previously held hearings on this mat
ter. Unfortunately, our colleagues do 
not want it held in the Banking Com
mittee and under the established rules, 
practices, and procedures of the Sen
ate, but want to create an entirely new 
committee, one without precedent in 
the Senate, and want to invest powers 
in the minority members of the com
mittee that have never been granted to 
minority members in the more than 
200-year history of the Senate. 

I appreciate his comments with re
spect to the Banking Committee, be
cause I interpret them-although I un
derstand he may have not intended 
them that way-as supportive of the 
position we have taken on another 
major difference between us; that is to 
say, that these hearings ought to be 
conducted in accordance with the 
rules, the practices, and the procedures 
of the Senate. That is what we have 
proposed. 

We have a committee which has ju
risdiction over these matters which, 
according to the Senator from Mis
souri, is the committee which has held 
previous hearings on the matter and, 
according to him, has developed valu
able information in the conduct of that 
hearing. 

Now along come our colleagues who 
say, "We do not want the hearings to 
be held there. We don't want it to be 
held in accordance with the regular 
rules, practices, and procedures of the 
Senate. We want to create this whole 
new mechanism which is without 
precedent, and we want to create new 
rules and create new powers which 
have never existed in the more than 200 
years of the Senate's history." 

That is another major difference be-
tween us. 

I thank the Senator for his comment. 
Mr. President, has my time expired? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has about a minute remaining. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Well, I will con

clude, Mr. President, by repeating for 
the umpteenth time-I threatened ear
lier that since all of these amendments 
say essentially the same thing, and 
since the debate is the same thing, and 

since I have said it so often, that to 
test my memory, I am going to recite 
this statement backward at one of 
these points, because we really have 
here the same issue that has been dis
cussed, that has been debated, and that 
has been voted on by the Senate. 

It deals with the proper scope of the 
investigation. I understand the argu
ments made by my colleagues. I re
spectfully disagree. I think that the 
resolution which the Senate has al
ready voted on is the proper way to 
proceed, consistent with the Senate's 
rules, consistent with the Senate's 
practices, consistent with what the 
Senate has already done on this sub
ject, and consistent with the Senate's 
vote in March, and consistent with the 
special counsel's request. 

By contrast, our colleagues propose a 
procedure that is inconsistent with all 
of the above: inconsistent with the 
Senate's rules, inconsistent with the 
Senate's practices and procedures, in
consistent with the Senate's previous 
vote, and inconsistent with the special 
counsel's request. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

of the Senator has expired. 
The question is on amendment No. 

1789 offered by the majority leader. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] is nec
essarily absent. 

The result was announced, yeas 55, 
nays 44, as follows: 

Akaka 

[Rollcall Vote No. 143 Leg.) 
YEAS-55 

Feinstein Mitchell 
Baucus Ford Moseley-Braun 
Biden Glenn Moynihan 
Bingaman Graham Murray 
Boren Heflin Nunn 
Boxer Hollings Pell 
Bradley Inouye Pryor 
Breaux Johnston Reid 
Bryan Kennedy Riegle 
Bumpers Kerrey Robb 
Byrd Kerry Rockefeller 
Campbell Kohl Sar banes 
Conrad Lautenberg Sasser 
Daschle Leahy Shelby 
DeConcini Levin Simon 
Dodd Lieberman Wells tone 
Dorgan Mathews Wofford 
Exon Metzenbaum 
Feingold Mikulski 

NAYS--44 
Bennett Faircloth McCain 
Bond Gorton McConnell 
Brown Gramm Murkowski 
Burns Grassley Nickles 
Chafee Gregg Packwood 
Coats Hatch Pressler 
Cochran Hatfield Roth 
Cohen Helms Simpson 
Coverdell Hutchison Smith 
Craig Jeffords Specter 
D'Amato Kassebaum Stevens 
Danforth Kempthorne Thurmond 
Dole Lott Wallop 
Domenici Lugar Warner 
Durenberger Mack 

NOT VOTING-1 
Harkin 

So the amendment (No. 1789) was 
agreed to. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO 1788, AS AMENDED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Next we 
will vote on the underlying Specter 
amendment, amendment No. 1788, as 
amended. 

So the amendment (No. 1788), as 
amended, was agreed to. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1791 TO AMENDMENT 
NO. 1790 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, amendment No. 1791 
is now in order. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from Iowa [Mr. · HARKIN] is nec
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ROBB). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 55, 
nays 44, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Dole 
Domenici 

[Rollcall Vote No. 144 Leg.) 
YEAS-55 

Feinstein Mitchell 
Ford Moseley-Braun 
Glenn Moynihan 
Graham Murray 
Heflin Nunn 
Hollings Pell 
Inouye Pryor 
Johnston Reid 
Kennedy Riegle 
Kerrey Robb 
Kerry Rockefeller 
Kohl Sar banes 
Lau ten berg Sasser 
Leahy Shelby 
Levin Simon 
Lieberman Wellstone 
Mathews Wofford 
Metzenbaum 
Mikulski 

NAYS--44 
Faircloth McCain 
Gorton McConnell 
Gramm Murkowski 
Grassley Nickles 
Gregg Packwood 
Hatch Pressler 
Hatfield Roth 
Helms Simpson 
Hutchison Smith 
Jeffords Specter 
Kassebaum Stevens 
Kempthorne Thurmond 
Lott Wallop 
Lugar Warner 

Duren berger Mack 

NOT VOTING-1 
Harkin 

So the amendment (No. 1791) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, am I 
correct that under the previous order 
the Senate will now vote on the under
lying amendment, as amended? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on the underlying 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1790) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
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Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the 

Senate has now debated and voted on 
the same issue about seven times. I do 
not know how many more times the 
Senate will be asked to do so. My hope 
is that, given the fact that the Senate 
has already voted on the same issue 
seven times and voted clearly and con
sistently in the same manner, the Sen
ate can proceed to complete action on 
this amendment, which would establish 
the authority for the hearings our col
leagues say they want and then would 
permit us to complete action on the 
very important bill dealing with air
port improvements, which will provide 
funding for airport improvements 
around the country. 

As I have previously indicated, the 
Senate will remain in session this week 
until we complete action on the airport 
improvement bill and on the legislative 
appropriations bill, even if that re
quires a very late night tonight and a 
very late night tomorrow night and a 
very long day on Friday. 

We are soon reaching the point where 
the press of business on the Senate will 
be immense. We are required by law to 
act on 13 appropriations measures prior 
to the end of the fiscal year. Those are 
the essential work of the legislative 
branch of Government, and we are 
going to begin the first one tomorrow, 
if we can finish this bill this evening. 

I recognize that there is a difference 
of opinion on this, but I believe we 
have now reached the point where a 
continuation of this practice of offer
ing amendments, which are obviously 
going to be defeated, which are clearly 
repetitious of the subject previously 
debated and decided, is unjustified and 
wasteful of the Senate's time and the 
money it costs to operate the Senate. 

Obviously, under the rules of the 
Senate, any Senator can offer any 
amendment any time he or she wants, 
and we have now become accustomed 
to the tactic of effectively filibustering 
by offering an unlimited number of 
amendments. But I think there is not 
even a pretense here, since the amend
ments deal with essentially the same 
subject that has been discussed, de
bated, and voted on so many times. 

I hope very much that we can com
plete action. I regret the inconvenience 
to Senators that we will have to re
main in session as late as we are now 
and will have to later this evening. But 
I simply state that, if we are going to 
keep having these amendments, we are 
going to keep voting. 

It is not my intention that there be 
unlimited delay without votes. Several 
Senators, both Republicans and Demo
crats, have commitments in the 
evening and have asked for a period of 
time within which no votes will occur, 
and I have assured them and advised 
the minority staff, so they have ad
vised Republican Senators as well, that 
there will be no votes this evening 
prior to 8:30. That is to say, Senators 

may be assured that for the next 1 hour 
15 minutes there will not be any votes. 
The next vote may not occur at 8:30; it 
may be later than that. I hope that we 
can, as we have this afternoon, have 
amendments called up, debated, and 
have two or three votes stacked at a 
time certain, and that will make it less 
inconvenient for Senators who are en
gaged in other matters this evening. 

I have asked that our colleagues on 
the other side, who indicate they have 
amendments to offer, be prepared to do 
so during this period. In the meantime, 
the Senator from Washington has an 
important matter that he wishes to ad
dress the Senate on. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen
ator GORTON be recognized to address 
the Senate as in morning business for 
10 minutes, following which I hope we 
will be prepared to proceed with one or 
more amendments, and at that time I 
hope to set the schedule for the next 
vote or votes in the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous consent re
quest? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Washington is rec

ognized for up to 10 minutes as in 
morning business. 

THE UNITED STATES-CANADA 
PACIFIC SALMON TREATY 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, my col
leagues are well aware of the impor
tant place that the Pacific salmon oc
cupies in the economy and culture of 
the Pacific Northwest. I have spoken 
often on this floor about our difficult 
struggle to enhance declining salmon 
runs without devastating families and 
communities, many of which have 
come to depend on the same water and 
habitat as the salmon. 

I have discussed this issue over the 
years with a myriad of fisheries experts 
within the region. Many have dif
ferences on individual recovery meas
ures, but nearly all agree that it is 
critical for the United States and Can
ada to manage effectively the harvest 
of each other's native salmon stocks. 
In fact, the recovery team commis
sioned by the National Marine Fish
eries Service to draft a recovery plan 
for threatened and endangered Snake 
River salmon stocks identified reduc
ing Canadian harvest as a high prior
ity. 

Since 1985, this harvest has been 
managed under the provisions of the 
United States-Canada Pacific Salmon 
Treaty. I played a role in negotiating 
and implementing this treaty during 
my first term in the Senate, so it is 
particularly disappointing to me that 
negotiations on annexes to the treaty 
have collapsed. Canada has walked 
away from the negotiating table, as
serting that the United States has not 
bargained in good faith with regard to 
equity-a seemingly simple principle of 

the treaty that in reality is highly 
complex. 

Among other things, Canada wants a 
reduction in the United States harvest 
of Canadian fish in Puget Sound and 
southeast Alaska. The United States 
wants to reduce the Canadian take of 
fragile coho and chinook runs that 
originate in Washington, Oregon, 
Idaho, and California. There are num
bers of ways by which we can reach 
these goals, but they must all eventu
ally be determined at the negotiating 
table. 

Canada cannot and should not expect 
to reach agreement with the United 
States by going outside the treaty 
process. But that is nevertheless what 
Canada has announced it will do-and 
is now doing. 

United States net fishermen were 
outraged to learn last week that Can
ada intends to charge each American 
vessel $1,100 to travel through the Ca
nadian Inside Passage on its way to 
Alaskan fishing grounds. This action 
seems clearly to be a violation of inter
national law, and imposes a severe 
safety hazard on those boats that 
choose not to pay the fee and instead 
travel to Alaska through the dangerous 
open waters west of Vancouver Island. 

Arguments about the United States
Canada treaty are best left for the ne
gotiating table-that is where 'they be
long. The outrageous decision taken by 
the Canadian Government does not fa
cilitate those negotiations, it is not 
consistent with the long tradition of 
peaceful and amicable relations be
tween our nations; it is unworthy of 
the government of Canada. 

It divides us. It tears apart our fish
ing communities, and makes it more 
difficult for us to resolve the highly 
complex problem of jointly managing 
our salmon fisheries. 

It is also dangerous. I have received 
news in the last several hours that 
Canada has seized one or more Amer
ican vessels and is holding them in Ca
nadian ·ports. Rumors are rampant in 
the United States fishing community, 
and tempers are flaring. 

Mr. President, nothing good can 
come of this. Some have said that it is 
not time to point fingers at the Canadi
ans. I disagree. Canada has imple
mented a policy that the United States 
State Department has determined to be 
illegal. Canada has seized at least one 
United States vessel. While it is cer
tainly not time for irresponsible ac
tion, it is time for strong action. The 
President must take a leadership role. 

I am therefore about to introduce a 
resolution to protest the transit li
cense fee. The resolution calls for U.S. 
fishermen to be reimbursed for pay
ment of the fee from the fishermen's 
protective fund, and calls for the Fish
ermen's Protective Act to be amended 
so that vessels do not have to be seized 
to permit reimbursement. 

The resolution also calls on the 
President to provide for the safety of 
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the United States fishing fleet, and to 
take actions necessary to encourage 
Canada to discontinue the transit li
cense fee. 

Finally, the resolution calls on the 
President to redouble his efforts to ne
gotiate an agreement with Canada that 
provides for appropriate management 
and conservation of both countries' 
fisheries. 

We need the hand of presidential 
leadership to steer us toward a resolu
tion of the issues. Only the President 
can speak for all of the United States. 
Only the President can express our 
deep concern with the grave and pro
vocative actions of the Canadian Gov
ernment. The President must act now. 

This resolution now represents my 
views and those of Senator STEVENS, 
Senator HATFIELD, Senator MURKOW
SKI, Senator PACKWOOD, Senator CRAIG, 
and Senator KEMPTHORNE. We will 
defer the introduction of the resolu
tion, however, to secure more and bi
partisan sponsorship up and down the 
Pacific coast, and in order to seek the 
unanimous consent necessary to pass 
the resolution promptly, support which 
we urge from all of our colleagues. 

The resolution demonstrates that 
Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and Alaska 
will not be divided by punitive illegal 
measures such as the transit license fee 
that endangers U.S. citizens. We are 
united on this matter and will work to
gether to ensure this outrageous policy 
and the seizures are reversed. 

The resolution also makes it abso
lutely clear it is at the negotiating 
table and not anyplace else that Can
ada and the United States can make a 
deal on the Pacific Salmon Treaty that 
will protect salmon for both countrjes. 

I ask my colleagues for their support 
of this resolution and ask for its 
prompt consideration. 

I thank the majority leader for his 
courtesy in granting me the time. 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRA~ 
TION AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 
1994 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab

sence of a quorum has been suggested. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
Senator MITCHELL. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Missouri 
and I have discussed how best to pro
ceed now, and I merely wanted to con-

firm our understanding that he is going 
to speak for some minutes and then 
offer an amendment. Am I correct in 
my understanding? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, that is cor
rect. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, at 
that point I will put in a quorum call 
and be prepared with a second-degree 
amendment, and I will appreciate the 
Senator notifying me when he gets to 
the point where he intends to do so. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I will be 
happy to consent to that for the con
venience of the majority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mis
souri [Mr. BOND]. 

Mr. BOND. Thank you very much, 
Mr. President. 

Mr. President, we discussed at length 
some very important matters in the de
bate on the last amendment, and I 
thought it might be helpful to go over 
the status of these discussions, where 
they are, and how we got to this point. 

The majority leader made a very elo
quent argument against the D' Amato 
amendment. But the amendment that 
was essentially vitiated by his second
degree amendment was not a broad 
fishing amendment. It was not de
signed to go far afield. In fact, as I 
stated at the time, it said that the 
committee should conduct an inves
tigation into, study of, and hearings 
on, matters having a tendency to re
veal the full facts about the Depart
ment of Justice handling of the Resolu
tion Trust Corporation criminal refer
rals relating to Madison Guaranty Sav
ings & Loan Association. 

My point was that this was clearly 
relevant to the issues of what was done 
in Washington by this administration 
with respect to the activities in Arkan
sas generally lumped under the cat
egory of Whitewater. This was a very 
specifically targeted amendment deal
ing with what had gone on with the De
partment of Justice. The majority 
leader's second-degree amendments 
and proposals have specifically ex
cluded inquiry into the activities of the 
Department of Justice. 

As I understood the majority leader 
to say, number one, this was somehow 
outside the scope of the resolution 
adopted by this body 98 to O on March 
17, 1994. 

So I went back to get a copy from the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of that resolu
tion. It says in part (B): 

The majority leader and the Republican 
leader should meet and determine the appro
priate timetable, procedures, and forum for 
appropriate congressional oversight, includ
ing hearings on all matters related to Madi
son Guaranty Savings & Loan Association, 
Whitewater Development Corp., and Capital 
Management Services, Inc. 

And I end my quotation of that reso
lution. 

My amendment was not a broad fish
ing expedition. It was not an attempt 
to go beyond the Washington activities 

related to Whitewater and Madison 
Guaranty Savings & Loan Association. 
It specifically asked that we be allowed 
to question representatives of the De
partment of Justice about whether 
they knew about Whitewater, what 
they did about Whitewater, who did 
they discuss the Whitewater investiga
tions with, the Madison Guaranty Sav
ings & Loan Association, and other ac
tivities. 

The first set of criminal referrals to 
the Department of Justice arrived 
sometime in September 1992. 

Now the President's very close friend 
and confidant, Webster Hubbell, ar
rived at the Department of Justice 
with the new administration early in 
1993. Are we to believe that he did not 
know anything about a criminal refer
ral potentially involving the President 
in his prior capacity? If he knew, did 
he, in fact, take any steps with respect 
to that referral? Did he, in fact, advise 
the President of it? 

I understand that the President said 
the first he learned about the possibil
ity of criminal referrals was sometime 
in the fall of 1993. This may be true 
but, Mr. President, I think there are 
some very legitimate questions we 
ought to ask. It was pursuing questions 
like this that we uncovered the con
tacts between the RTC, the Treasury, 
and the White House which led to the 
subpoenas and led to significa:'lt inquir
ies. 

These are legitimate questions that 
we need to know the answers to in 
order to determine, in our role of con
gressional oversight, whether there 
was any wrongdoing with respect to 
the handling by this administration of 
the matters relating to Whitewater. 

As a result of the second-degree 
amendment which was adopted on a 
party line vote, we will be precluded 
from asking the questions and the pub
lic will be precluded from hearing the 
questions and the answers. 

Now, we further understand from the 
statements of the majority leader that 
he has not spoken to Mr. Fiske about 
these amendments being offered today 
and the previous days on this measure, 
the D' Amato amendment. Therefore, I 
can assume it is from information, 
press statements, and letters. We have 
not been advised of any directive from 
Mr. Fiske saying that he has any objec
tion to our questioning the Depart
ment of Justice about their handling of 
these matters. 

My amendment to expand the major
ity leader's narrow scope at least to in
clude the Department of Justice's han
dling of the RTC criminal referrals on 
Madison was defeated based on what I 
guess we can call intuition as to what 
Mr. Fiske wants or does not want. 

This is beginning to be a transparent 
charade. 

No. 1, we are to limit hearings to 
things Mr. Fiske is finished with with
out even knowing what he is doing. No. 
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2, we are then to limit the hearings to 
those things he addresses in phase II. 
And, three, somehow we are never al
lowed hearings on things that Mr. 
Fiske does not address. 

Now, we talk about unprecedented 
activities. To say that Congress, in its 
oversight role looking at the activities 
of the administration of the Federal 
Government, is somehow limited to 
doing a review and grading of the spe
cial counsel's work is, I think, a novel 
precedent. 

Our oversight is supposed to be lim
ited to what the special counsel is in
vestigating for criminal wrongdoing? I 
think not. I think there are many 
other questions that we could and 
should and must address. 

My amendment was very specifically 
targeted to those questions from the 
Department of Justice that could be 
relevant. 

Yesterday, I discussed at some length 
my questions to the RTC. The ques
tions which brought about the subpoe
nas revealed the contacts between the 
RTC and the Treasury and the White 
House. I subsequently submitted writ
ten questions to the RTC. 

I asked, first, is it normal RTC prac
tice to send additional investigators 
for further investigations on a matter 
before hearing the status of the first 
referral? 

The answer to that by the RTC: 
"There is no standardized procedure in 
this regard. Any questions concerning 
responses from the Department of Jus
tice should be directed to the Depart
ment of Justice." 

Further questions I addressed to the 
RTC focused on a March 19, 1993, memo 
from the criminal division of Justice, 
concluding the initial RTC criminal re
ferral on the Madison probe did not ap
pear to warrant initiation of criminal 
investigations. I asked: "A, how was 
this decision made in terms of the deci
sionmaking procedure and the underly
ing legal theory and, B, who is respon
sible for communicating these deci
sion?" 

The RTC response to me was: "A: 
This question should be directed to the 
Department of Justice. B: This ques
tion should be directed to the Depart
ment of Justice." 

I then asked the question about press 
reports that the local Federal attorney 
in Little Rock was concerned that in 
1992, because Bill Clinton was included 
in a referral of the decision to pursue, 
the case should be made in \Vashing
ton. And he sent an urgent letter on 
October 7, 1992, asking for assistance. I 
asked, "Are the press reports accu
rate?" And the answer to this one was, 
"The question should be directed to the 
Department of Justice." 

I further asked about Attorney Gen
eral Barr in the previous administra
tion, his concern that pursuing the 
case 1 month before the leaks would 
look as if the Justice Department was 

being politicized. So he sent the refer
ral to career people. I asked the RTC, 
"Is this the RTC's understanding of the 
events? If not, what is your under
standing?" The answer was, "These 
questions should be directed to the De
-partmen t of Justice." 

Now, Mr. President, these are ques
tions that we have been told by the 
RTC, whom we sought to question be
fore the Banking Committee and in 
written questions following up on their 
testimony, these are questions the RTC 
said can only be asked of the Depart
ment of Justice. 

As I understood the distinguished 
majority leader in his response to my 
questions, I would not, under his pro
posal, be permitted to ask the Depart
ment of Justice about these specific 
items to which I was referred by the 
RTC for the very strange and unusual 
reasoning that they were not included 
in the special counsel's investigation. 

This is absurd, Mr. President. Con
gress is supposed to hold oversight 
hearings to ensure that programs are 
running fairly, that people are not 
abusing the power they hold, that spe
cial favors are not being handed out to 
the select. 

Now we are told: Too bad if it turns 
out that the Department of Justice 
grossly misused its powers in this case; 
too bad if it turns out that \Vebb Hub
bell or others misused their authority 
to protect the President; too bad if the 
politically powerful got special favors 
from the Department of Justice. Con
gress is not going to be allowed to ask 
questions because Mr. Fiske, an ap
pointee of the Justice Department, 
says so. To me this is an outrage. 

These facts, more than any others, 
show why this entire hearing proposed 
by the Democratic majority is a cha
rade and a political sideshow. 

The majority leader has now come 
out and said he does not believe a .98-to
nothing resolution, which says all mat
ters relating -and this is the test he 
created, one that has taken 4 days of 
debate to ferret out-and that is, if Mr. 
Fiske does not care, the majority does 
not care; and if Mr. Fiske is not fin
ished, Congress cannot start. 

I have introduced this amendment 
and I will shortly propose another 
amendment dealing specifically with 
the items in that 98-to-nothing resolu
tion of March 17. Because if the limited 
scope of hearings proposed, and rei ter
a ted and reiterated and reiterated by 
the majority leader, is not changed, 
there will be no ability to ask these 
very relevant questions relating spe
cifically to the Washington phase of 
the Whitewater investigation. 

I do not intend to submit my list of 
questions to Mr. Fiske to get his ap
proval. I also expect that we will have 
an opportunity to address those ques
tions. 

I have been taken with the compel
ling nature of several quotations which 

we have previously brought to the 
floor. A very thoughtful statement in 
1991 on the need for congressional hear
ings on a proposed October Surprise: 

We have no conclusive evidence of wrong
doing, but the seriousness of the allegations, 
and the weight of circumstantial informa
tion, compel an effort to establish the facts. 

And the powerful statement came 
from the majority leader and the 
Speaker of the House. 

Another statement on November 22, 
1991, in this body said: 

That is what this inquiry is intended to es
tablish. I think it raises a question, a fun
damental question, in everyone's mind. If 
one is so opposed to trying to find out the 
facts , the question arises: What are they try
ing to hide? Why are they so afraid of an in
quiry? What is it that they are trying to con
ceal? 

Those were made by the distin
guished majority leader on November 
22, 1991, in a floor speech on the Octo
ber Surprise. 

Mr. President, I think those ques
tions are very appropriate questions to 
raise now. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1792 

(Purpose: To authorize hearings on the 
sources of funding and the lending prac
tices of Capital Management Services, Inc. , 
and its supervision and regulation by the 
Small Business Administration, including 
loans to Susan McDougal and the alleged 
diversion of funds to Whitewater Develop
ment Corp.) 

Mr. BOND. Now, to accommodate the 
majority leader, I have assured him 
that, as we just discussed, there will be 
an opportunity to follow the procedure 
which we have developed, with which I 
do not agree, but that is the procedure 
that we are following. 

I now send an amendment to the desk 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
\VOFFORD). The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND] pro
poses an amendment numbered 1792. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the follow

ing: 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs shall conduct an in
vestigation into , study of, and hearings on, 
all matters which have any tendency to re
veal the full facts about the sources of fund
ing and the lending practices of Capital Man
agement Services, Inc., and its supervision 
and regulation by the Small Business Ad
ministration, including loans to Susan 
McDougal and the alleged diversion of funds 
to Whitewater Development Corporation. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1793 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1792 

Mr. MITCHELL. I send an amend
ment to the desk and ask that it be 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1793 to 
amendment No. 1792. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
· In lieu of the matter proposed insert the 

following: 
(1) Additional Hearings: In the fulfillment 

of the Senate's constitutional oversight role , 
additional hearings on the matters identified 
in the resolution passed by the Senate by a 
vote of 98--0 on March 17, 1994 should be au
thorized as appropriate under, and in accord
ance with, the provisions of that resolution. 

(2) Any additional hearings should be 
structured and sequenced in such a manner 
that in the judgement of the two Leaders 
they would not interfere with the ongoing 
investigation of Special Counsel Robert B. 
Fiske, Jr. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
would like to direct a question to the 
Senator from Missouri through the 
Chair. 

Did I understand that the Senator 
has a second amendment which he will 
offer? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, one of my 
colleagues has an amendment. We have 
not been able to reach him. He was 
planning to be here by about 8:30. We 
are attempting to contact him to see if 
he has that amendment ready. I am not 
at this point able to produce that 
amendment. I apologize, but I have not 
been able to reach him. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I am 
trying to reduce the inconvenience to 
other Senators, and my effort is to 
have two amendments debated and 
then have those votes stacked in suc
cession to give those Senators who are 
not present and attending to other du
ties a longer opportunity to do so. 

What I would like to suggest is that 
we agree on a time limit on the amend
ment of the Senator from Missouri of 
30 or 40 minutes, equally divided, and 
then at or before the expiration of that 
time, if the Senator would be ready ei
ther on his own or in behalf of another 
Senator with a second amendment, we 
could have that amendment presented 
and debated for a similar length of 
time and then vote on both of those at 
about 8:45 to 9. 

I wonder whether that is satisfactory 
to the Sena tor? 

Mr. BOND. Excuse me, Mr. President, 
I was conferring with some others. I 
did not get the full import of the ma
jority leader's statement. 

I would agree to 45 minutes, equally 
divided, which would put us at 8:30, 

when my colleague would be ready to 
offer his amendment. 

If the majority leader wishes to set a 
later time for the vote on the two 
amendments, I at this point know of no 
objection on our side. If the majority 
leader wishes to do that, I will look for 
any contrary indication. 

At this point I seem to see none. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, in 

order to accommodate the largest num
ber of Senators, what I will do momen
tarily is to propose that we do 40 min
utes, equally divided, on our amend
ments, at which time another Senator 
or designee be recognized on that side 
to offer an amendment which would 
also be the subject of a 40-minute 
agreement, and then Senators would 
have the assurance that there would be 
two votes after the expiration of the 80 
minutes. 

Is that agreeable? May I have some 
assurance that there will be a second 
amendment after the 40 minutes of de
bate on this amendment has expired? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I am ad
vised that the Senator from Kentucky, 
Mr. MCCONNELL, will have an amend
ment and will be ready to proceed 
about 8:30. · 

I will certainly do all I can to see 
that that amendment proceeds in an 
expeditious fashion. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Then, Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that there 
now be 45 minutes for debate on the 
amendments offered by Senator BOND 
and myself with the time equally di
vided between us; that at 8:30 p.m., the 
Bond amendment and my amendment 
to that amendment be set aside and 
that Senator McCONNELL or his des
ignee be recognized to offer an amend
ment, that I or my designee be recog
nized to offer a second-degree amend
ment to that amendment, and those 
amendments then be debated for 40 
minutes and that at the completion of 
that 40 minutes, or at 9:10 p.m. this 
evening, the Senate vote on the pend
ing Mitchell amendment; following the 
disposition of that amendment the 
Senate vote on the underlying Bond 
amendment as amended if amended; 
that following the disposition of that 
the Senate vote on the Mitchell 
amendment to the McConnell amend
ment; and that following the disposi
tion of that amendment the Senate 
vote on the McConnell amendment as 
amended if amended; all of the above 
to occur without any intervening ac
tion or debate after 9:10 p.m.; and that 
the time, the 40 minutes of time for de
bate on the McConnell amendment and 
my amendment to his amendment, be 
equally divided between the Senator 
from Kentucky or his designee and my
self or my designee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, for 
the benefit of Senators who are not 

present-and I assume some in their of
fices have been watching this-we now 
have pending an amendment by Sen
ator BOND and my amendment to it. We 
have an assurance that Senator 
McCONNELL or his designee will be here 
at about 8:30 to offer another amend
ment and I or my designee will offer an 
amendment to that. That debate will 
go on until 9:10. So Senators should be 
notified that we now expect two votes 
to occur at 9:10 p.m. And that following 
those votes, if there are to be more 
amendments on this bill, then we are 
going to stay in session and consider 
those other amendments and have ad
ditional votes. 

I thank my colleagues. 
Does the Senator now wish to address 

his amendment? I will be pleased to 
yield the floor to him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, for the 
RECORD, let me explain what my 
amendment, were it not to be second
degree, would do. This amendment is 
one very directly relating to the issues 
surrounding Whitewater. As the terms 
of the March 17, 1994 resolution, adopt
ed 98 to 0, say, we shall have hearings 
"on all matters related to Madison 
Guaranty Savings and Loan Associa
tion, Whitewater Development Cor
poration, and Capital Management 
Services, Inc." 

This is the Capital Management 
Services, Inc. portion of the request. 
This amendment expands the scope of 
the investigation to include matters 
relating to the sources of funding, the 
lending practices of Capital Manage
ment Services, Inc., and its supervision 
and regulation by the Small Business 
Administration, including loans to 
Susan McDougal and the alleged diver
sion of funds to Whitewater Develop
ment Corporation. 

This amendment would authorize the 
committee to investigate all trans
actions involving David Hale and his 
SBA-licensed small business invest
ment company, which is Capital Man
agement Services, Inc., including the 
circumstances involving Mr. Hale's re
cent plea bargain with Special Pros
ecutor Fiske. David Hale, a former Ar
kansas municipal court judge, ap
pointed by then-Governor Clinton, con
trolled Capital Management Services, 
Inc. Capital Management was a special 
small business investment company 
authorized to make loans to businesses 
at least 50-percent owned, controlled, 
and managed by socioeconomically dis
advantaged individuals. 

Judge Hale allegedly made a $300,000 
loan to Master Marketing, a company 
owned by one of the principals of 
Whitewater, one Susan McDougal. Part 
of the loan's proceeds may have been 
used to fund Whitewater-related activi
ties. 
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On September 15, 1993 the SBA placed 

Judge Hale's company, Capital Man
agement Services, in receivership for 
capital impairment. 

Why is this of interest to this body? 
Why is this of interest to the people of 
America? Because the SBA, on whose 
oversight committee I happen to 
serve-the Small Business Commit
tee-the SBA estimates that Capital 
Management's insolvency will cost the 
American taxpayers $3.4 million. The 
taxpayers will have to pay the $3.4 mil
lion cost of Capital Management's fail
ure, and they have a right to know 
whether loans were improperly made 
and whether certain loan proceeds were 
used to fund Whitewater activities. 

One of the questions involving Cap
ital Management and David Hale that 
taxpayers need an answer to include: 
Were federally guaranteed SBA loans 
made directly or indirectly to fund 
Whitewater-related activities? 

In March 1986, Whitewater entered 
into a contract to purchase an 810-acre 
tract of land south of Little Rock from 
International Paper Realty Co. One 
month later, in April of 1986, Capital 
Management made Susan McDougal's 
company, Master Marketing, a $300,000 
SBA-backed loan. According to a docu
ment provided by David Hale, $193,000 
of the $300,000 loan to Susan McDougal 
was intended to be used to develop the 
land Whitewater had just purchased 
from International Paper. 

Judge David Hale allegedly claims 
that Bill Clinton and James McDougal 
pressured him into making the $300,000 
loan to Susan McDougal. The $300,000 
loan to Susan McDougal's company 
was never repaid, and the SBA closed 
Capital Management in 1993. 

To lay out the facts raises the kind 
of fundamental questions in everyone's 
mind that we in this body have sought 
to answer in previous congressional in
vestigations of the executive branch. 
What I want to know in the offering of 
the second-degree amendment which is 
designed to wipe out and preclude the 
Banking Committee from asking these 
Whitewater-related questions of the 
SBA and others is, what is the amend
ment trying to hide? Why are its pro
ponents so afraid of an inquiry? What 
is it that they, in this instance the ma
jority, are trying to conceal? 

If past practice is indicative, there 
will be a party-line vote to adopt a sec
ond-degree amendment that will wipe 
out all of the questions that I just 
asked. 

These questions were questions that 
were initially approved by this body in 
the March 17, 1994 resolution which 
said that we should look into all mat
ters rel a ting to Whitewater and the 
Capital Management Services. These 
are questions that I think must right
fully be asked. I think the people of 
America have the right to expect to get 
clear answers from those who were in
volved, those who put taxpayers' 

money at risk and those who caused a 
loss to taxpayers. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug
gest the absence of a quorum and ask 
that time be charged equally to both 
sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the 
Senate will now debate and vote for the 
eighth time on the same issue. The 
Senator from Missouri used three 
words that I think re present the best 
description of his amendment better 
than any I could use, and I will quote 
them: Absurd, charade, sideshow. 

The Senate has now reached a point 
of an absurd charade that is a side
show. We are now on the fourth full 
legislative day, stretching over 6 cal
endar days debating and voting over 
and over and over and over and over 
and over again on the same issue. This 
is a waste of time. It is a waste of tax
payers' money. It subjects the Senate 
to the kind of ridicule to which, unfor
tunately, the American people have be
come so accustomed. 

An American citizen watching the 
Senate over the past several days 
might well ask: "Is this all they have 
to do? Do our Senators in Washington, 
DC, our Nation's Capital, have nothing 
better to do than to debate the same 
issue over and over and over again 
eight times and vote on the same issue 
over and over and over again eight 
times with the same result eight 
times?" And they would be right. 

Let me go back and set the context 
of this amendment. 

Earlier this year, our Republican col
leagues requested the appointment of a 
special counsel to investigate the so
called Whitewater matter. A special 
counsel was appointed. He is a Repub
lican, a lifelong Republican whose ap
pointment was praised by our Repub
lican colleagues. We were told by them 
that he is a man of experience and in
tegrity, and they applauded his ap
pointment. 

Following his appointment, that spe
cial counsel, a lifelong Republican 
whose appointment was applauded by 
Republican Senators, requested in 
writing on his own initiative that the 
Senate not conduct hearings into mat
ters that were the subject of his inves
tigation because to do so might under
mine his investigation and might make 
it impossible for him, if he finds wrong
doing, to prosecute and punish those 
responsible for the wrongdoing. 

But immediately after the appoint
ment of the special counsel, our Repub
lican colleagues completely reverse 

their course and begin calling for pre
cisely those hearings which the special 
counsel asked not occur. 

Why, Americans might ask, would 
they do such a thing? Why would they 
completely reverse their position on 
this matter after having gotten the ap
pointment that they said they wanted 
of a person who is a member of their 
party and whose appointment they 
praised? 

The answer has become clear in the 
subsequent events. They are not inter
ested in a serious investigation. They 
want a political circus in which to at
tack and demean and harm the repu ta
tion of the President of the United 
States and the First Lady of the Unit
ed States. That is what this is all 
about, and the American people know 
that. 

Consistently, month after month, 
public opinion polls have reported that 
a large majority of Americans believe 
that the Republicans are doing this 
only for political purposes. What has 
happened in the last few days provides 
overwhelming evidence that the Amer
ican public is right. 

After they requested immediate hear
ings, contrary to the stated desires of 
the special counsel, whose appointment 
they initially praised, the Senate de
bated and discussed the matter. On 
March 17, the Senate voted by a vote of 
98 to 0 that there would be hearings. 
"The hearings should be structured and 
sequenced in such a manner that in the 
judgment of the leaders they would not 
interfere with the ongoing investiga
tion of Special Counsel Robert B. 
Fiske, Jr." That was the Senate vote. 

Now, along come our Republican col
leagues, having voted for that resolu
tion, and completely reverse their posi
tion again. They are demanding that 
hearings occur structured and 
sequenced in a way that would directly 
interfere with the investigation of the 
special counsel-another complete re
versal of position. 

In behalf of the Republicans, Senator 
D' AMATO offered an amendment to con
duct hearings way beyond what the 
special counsel requested. 

He asked that since his investigation 
is divided into two phases, the hearings 
conducted by the Congress be divided 
into two phases. And that when he fin
ished the first phase of his investiga
tion, the Congress hold the first phase 
of its hearings. And that when he then 
finished the second phase of his inves
tigation, the Congress have hearings on 
the second phase. 

The amendment offered by Repub
lican colleagues did not do that. It 
wanted all of the subjects included in 
the first phase of the hearings, exactly 
what the special counsel asked not be 
done. 

I then offered an alternative amend
ment which was consistent both with 
the Senate's vote of March 17 and with 
the special counsel's request, and I of
fered to our Republican colleagues to 
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bring the matter up as a separate bill 
and to let them have a vote on their 
amendment and we would have a vote 
on my amendment, and whatever the 
Senate voted would be accepted. 

They rejected that offer. They did 
not accept an agreement under which 
they would get a vote on their amend
ment and we would have a vote on my 
amendment as a separate bill unrelated 
to other legislation. 

Instead, they chose to offer their 
amendment to an unrelated bill, an air
port improvements bill. I then offered 
my amendment as a second-degree 
amendrrien t to theirs. We were ready to 
vote on it last Thursday. But after 
they, for weeks, said we want a vote on 
Whitewater, we want hearings on 
Whitewater, when we were ready to 
vote, they would not vote. They de
layed a vote for 4 days, prevented a 
vote from occurring. The reason, when 
we got to the vote, was obvious. Their 
amendment was decisively rejected, 
and the alternative, which I proposed, 
was accepted. 

Now what has happened since then, 
having lost on their amendment, they 
have now taken each paragraph of 
their overall amendment, lifted them 
out and offered them as separate 
amendments. That is to say, a subject 
which the Senate has already debated, 
voted on and rejected, is now being 
raised in separate, individual amend
ments for the obvious purpose of delay 
and obstruction. 

The amendment which the Senate 
has already approved provides that we 
will have hearings on the subjects that 
are the first phase of the special coun
sel's investigation. That is what we 
voted to do in March, and that is what 
the special counsel has requested. 

Our colleagues, by contrast, have 
come in here-this amendment is a per
fect example-and sought to include in 
the first phase of the hearings the very 
subjects which the special counsel has 
said he does not want included in the 
first phase of these hearings because 
they are involved in the second phase 
of his investigation. 

Now, over and over again our col
leagues, and the Senator from Missouri 
himself, have called the proposal that I 
have made a sham. He has used that 
word several times. 

Mr. President, just a few moments 
ago the bipartisan leadership of the 
House of Representatives has agreed to 
conduct hearings under an agreement 
which is virtually identical, almost 
word for word, with the proposal that I 
have made and the Senate has adopted. 

Is it the Senator's contention that 
the House Republicans are participat
ing in a sham? This agreement exposes 
our Republican colleagues in the Sen
ate as engaging in obstruction, in ab
surd practices, solely for the purpose of 
delay and solely for the purpose of at
tacking the President and First Lady 
of the United States. That is their mo
tive. 

They have now had 4 days of flinging 
accusations at the President, some
and not the Senator from Missouri; I 
wish to make it clear-some making 
reckless, unsubstantiated, unproven al
legations trying to link the President 
and Mrs. Clinton to lurid activities. So 
we heard here on the Senate floor in 
the course of this debate there have 
been four verified attempts on a per
son's life. We heard here on the Senate 
floor during this debate about "money 
laundering," and a number of other 
lurid accusations that are unsubstan
tiated, that there is no relationship 
whatsoever to the President and First 
Lady of the United States, but tossed 
out there in a classic example of innu
endo. 

All Americans have heard the word 
innuendo. Some may wonder what it 
actually means. The dictionary. de
scribes it as a veiled attempt to injure 
a person's character or reputation. 
That is what we have seen out here 
during the course of some of this de
bate by some of our colleagues. 

Mr. President, we ought to get on 
with the business of the Senate and the 
country. The House Republicans and 
the House Democrats have reached an 
agreement to hold hearings that are in 
a form virtually identical to that 
which I have proposed and which the 
Senate has adopted. Why then, I ask, 
are our Republican colleagues in the 
Senate engaging in such obstruction 
and delay, wasting time, wasting tax
payers' money for no useful purpose, in 
a manner inconsistent with the vote of 
the Senate itself, for which our col
leagues themselves voted, and incon
sistent with the request of the special 
counsel? 

Mr. President, lest there be any 
doubt about the actions of the House, I 
am going to read the statement from 
the joint leadership of the House. I ask 
my colleagues to compare it with the 
words of my amendment which the 
Senate has already adopted. 

The bipartisan House leadership has 
reached agreement on holding several 
days of public hearings on three as
pects of the so-called Whitewater in
vestigation now being conducted by 
Special Counsel Robert B. Fiske, Jr. 
This agreement is consistent with the 
provisions of H. Res. 394, adopted by 
the House on March 22, 1994, which 
states that any hearings conducted by 
the House committees should be struc
tured and sequenced so that they will 
"not interfere with the ongoing inves
tigation of Special Counsel Robert B. 
Fiske, Jr." and is based on Mr. Fiske's 
statement to · the bipartisan leadership 
that his review of those three areas is 
very close to conclusion and that Con
gressional inquiry into those three 
areas, once he has completed investiga
tion into them, will not impede his 
overall investigation. Mr. Fiske has 
specifically asked the bipartisan lead
ership to refrain from Congressional in-

quiry into the other aspects of his in
vestigation for now. 

The three subjects of the public hear
ings will be: the White House contacts 
with Treasury/RTC officials about 
"Whitewater"-related matters; wheth
er the death of Assistant White House 
Counsel Vincent Foster was a homicide 
or a suicide; and the White House's 
handling of the contents of Foster's of
fice during the investigation into Fos
ter's death. 

The bipartisan leadership has agreed 
that hearings on these three areas will 
be held by the Committee .o:r;i Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs anµ that all 
Members. of the committee will have 
timely, equal access to necessat-y docu
ments and may be assisted by staff of 
other committees of the House. 

The hearings will begin within 30 
days of notification by Mr. Fiske that 
he has completed his investigation into 
these three areas. 

Mr. President, I repeat. This is al
most exactly what I have proposed, 
what the Senate itself has adopted, and 
which our Republican colleagues in the 
Senate simply will not accept. Instead, 
after first clamoring for a vote, when 
confronted with the reality of a vote 
and the prospect of defeat, they de
layed it for 4 days. And now that the 
vote has occurred, with an outcome 
contrary to their wishes, they have en
gaged in obstructionist tactics, wast
ing time, wasting money, wasting ef
fort. For what end? The only end is to 
attack the President and Mrs. Clinton. 

Well, I say to my colleagues that 4 
days to attack the President and Mrs. 
Clinton, I think, is about enough. Why 
do we not pass the resolution that we 
have already voted on? The House 
Democratic and Republican leadership 
have completed agreement on it. They 
are going to proceed as I have sug
gested. If it is such a bad idea, why did 
they accept it in the House by the lead
ership of both parties? 

Let us get on to complete action on 
this. Let us pass the airport improve
ment bill. Let us get to the rest of the 
work of the Senate. The American peo
ple expect us to do our work. We have 
to do 13 appropriations bills before the 
end of this fiscal year. I hope to start 
on one tomorrow. 

We have to do health care. We have 
to do welfare reform. We have to do a 
crime bill. They did not send us here to 
debate and vote on the same issue 8 or 
18 or 80 times. In their lives and in our 
Nation's business, when we make a de
cision, we make a decision, and we ac
cept it and we go on. But we have made 
a decision, and I urge our colleagues to 
accept it. We have had the vote. In 
fact, we voted eight times, the same 
subject. Now we are going to vote on it 
two more times at 9 p.m. and 10 p.m. 
We will vote the 9th and 10th times on 
the very same issue. 

Mr. President, I hope our colleagues 
will agree that 10 times voting on the 
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same issue is enough, and that we not 
waste any more of the Senate's time, 
that we not waste any more of the 
country's time, that we not waste any 
more of the taxpayers' money, that we 
complete action on this, that we emu
late the House leadership and act in a 
responsible and reasonable way-not 
try to engage in a political circus, but 
act in a responsible and reasonable way 
to get this investigation underway, to 
get this bill behind us. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
I reserve the remainder of my time. 
I ask unanimous consent that the 

statement issued by the House of Rep
resentatives entitled "House Hearings 
on Whitewater" be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

HOUSE HEARINGS ON WHITEWATER 

The bipartisan House leadership has 
reached agreement on holding several days 
of public hearings on three aspects of the so
called Whitewater investigation now being 
conducted by Special Counsel Robert B. 
Fiske, Jr. This agreement is consistent with 
the provisions of H. Res. 394, adopted by the 
House on March 22, 1994, which states that 
any hearings conducted by House commit
tees should be structured and sequenced so 
that they will " not interfere with the on
going investigation of Special Counsel Rob
ert B. Fiske, Jr." and is based on Mr. Fiske's 
statement to the bipartisan leadership that 
his review of these three areas is very close 
to conclusion and that Congressional inquiry 
into these three areas, once he has com
pleted investigation into them, will not im
pede his overall investigation. Mr. Fiske has 
specifically asked the bipartisan leadership 
to refrain from Congressional inquiry into 
the other aspects of his investigation for 
now. 

The three subjects of the public hearings 
will be: the White House contacts with 
Treasury/RTC officials about "Whitewater" 
related matters; whether the death of Assist
ant White House Counsel Vincent Foster was 
a homicide or a suicide; and the White 
House's handling of the contents of Foster's 
office during the investigation into Foster's 
death. 

The bipartisan leadership has agreed that 
hearings on these three areas will be held by 
the Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs and that all Members of that 
Committee will have timely, equal access to 
necessary documents and may be assisted by 
staff of other committees of the House. The 
hearings will begin within thirty days of no
tification by Mr. Fiske that he has com
pleted his investigation into these three 
areas. 

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

FEINGOLD). The Senator from Missouri. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, may I ask 

how much time remains? 
The PRESIDING. OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 14 minutes. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my

self such time as I may require. 
Mr. President, several items that 

were raised by the distinguished major
ity leader I think merit some com
ment. He was correct saying that I did 

use the terms "absurd'', "charade", 
"sideshow." I think I probably even 
used "fig leaf" and "sham." Those were 
all terms that I believe I applied to the 
effort to second-degree all of the 
amendments offered on this side which 
are designed specifically to get at in
formation which I believe this body has 
an obligation to explore because they 
relate to very clear potential acts of 
misdoing, wrongdoing by the adminis
tration. 

I could not say it any better than the 
majority leader said it when he was ar
guing for investigations of the "Octo
ber Surprise," and other things. 

I call to my colleagues' attention 
that even when there were Republicans 
in the White House and Republicans in 
control of the Senate, we led full inves
tigations on Iran-Contra, John Fedders 
at the SEC, Charles Wick at the USIA, 
and William Casey of the CIA. We were 
even able to walk and chew gum at the 
same time because we held concurrent 
investigations with the independent 
counsel and Congress. It is possible. We 
can do two things at once in this town. 
The EPA Superfund and Anne Buford 
were investigated by both an independ
ent counsel and Congress. So was Mi
chael Deaver, and so was Iran-Contra. 

So it is quite possible that we can go 
forward with investigations even 
though the special counsel has under
taken investigations. 

Let me be clear on one thing. The 
very first call, I believe, from our dis
tinguished Republican leader, Senator 
DOLE, on December 21, 1993, was for full 
congressional hearings on the 
Whitewater matter. When the Depart
ment of Justice acted subsequently to 
appoint a special prosecutor-and cer
tainly I was one who said, from every
thing I had heard about his reputation, 
that he is a very qualified person
when they appointed a special prosecu
tor to pursue and ferret out potential 
criminal wrongdoing, we thought that 
was a good step. But it did not change 
in any way the obligation that this 
body has to conduct oversight hearings 
into agencies over which we have au
thorizing legislative authority and ap
propriations authority. We have al
ready set out in a number of instances 
why and where we believe that im
proper actions were taken in Washing
ton, DC. 

The majority leader has just devel
oped a very powerful argument against 
an amendment I did not raise, against 
charges that I did not make. The spe
cial counsel did not look into contacts 
between the Department of Justice and 
the White House with respect to the 
criminal referrals or any of the mat
ters relating to Whitewater. I believe 
that we have a responsibility to ask 
those questions. The special prosecutor 
has not been involved in those areas, to 
my knowledge. 

To my knowledge, he certainly has 
not asked me, and according to the ma-

jority leader, he did not ask him not to 
hold investigations which question the 
Department of Justice, its officials, or 
former officials. That special prosecu
tor who said no when we asked, "Moth
er, may I?" does not work for the De
partment of Justice investigations. 
The special prosecutor does not have 
any veto over what we can look into. 

The majority leader makes much of 
the actions he reports from the House 
of Representatives. So be it. If that is 
what that body wishes to do, that is 
fine. I believe that we have a respon
sibility to ask other questions. And 
that is why I have proposed an amend
ment, which was just second degreed 
out of existence, to interview the De
partment of Justice to look into their 
activities and now to get into what the 
SBA was doing with respect specifi
cally to Capital Management Services. 

When we look at the money the tax
payers lost, it was not only through 
the federally insured savings and loan, 
it was also through an SBA-backed 
firm called Capital Management. It 
was not until the spring of 1993 that 
SBA determined the extent of problems 
that existed within Capital Manage
ment, and an internal investigation 
was begun of David Hale's practices. 

On May 20, 1993, the SBA inspector 
general made a criminal referral on 
Capital Management Services to the 
Justice Department which then initi
ated an investigation. On July 20, 1993, 
the FBI received approval of a search 
warrant, and on July 21, they raided 
CMS and seized a series of loan files. 
Among the loan files seized was Master 
Marketing, the firm operated by Susan 
McDougal. Then on September 15, 1993, 
the SBA placed Capital Management 
Services, Inc. in receivership because 
of capital impairment. On September 
23, David Hale was indicted for fraud. 

What is important and relevant 
about these events? Why do we believe 
they should include a thorough review 
of David Hale and Capital Management 
Services? Well, Mr. Hale has claimed 
that the President's business partner 
in Whitewater Development, Jim 
McDougal, approached him about mak
ing a $150,000 loan from CMS to 
McDougal. He then claims that shortly 
after that conversation, in early Janu
ary 1986, he bumped into then-Governor 
Clinton and was asked by the Governor 
if he was going to be able to "help Jim 
out." Mr. Hale stated publicly that he 
was told that these funds were needed 
by McDougal to handle some irregular
ities which would otherwise show up in 
the next savings and loan audit of 
Madison Guaranty. 

The Federal Home Loan Bank Board 
audit was due to occur in the March
April time period of 1986, and it became 
the audit which caused McDougal's 
ouster from the S&L and led, eventu
ally, to the entire board being re
moved, as well as a series of prosecu
tions in which the head of Madison 's 
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board pleaded guilty to falsifying loan 
records. Hale also claimed that in mid
February of 1986, he received a call 
from McDougal asking whether he 
would meet with him and then-Gov
ernor Clinton. Hale states that he met 
with them and was urged to help them 
out by making the loan. 

It seems to me that as we try to get 
to the bottom of the case, Congress 
should have the right to ask questions 
about those alleged meetings and con
versations. Criminal prosecutions have 
already gone forward in those areas. 
We are not looking at areas which 
might interfere with the special pros
ecutor's investigation because criminal 
charges have already been brought. 
The statements by Mr. Hale have been 
disputed both by the White House and 
McDougal. Thus, it makes sense to 
have an opportunity and a forum in 
which to lay out the claims and sort 
out the truth. 

While there may be disputes about 
who talked to whom, there is no dis
pute as to what occurred next. On April 
3, 1986, CMS loaned the $300,000 to 
Susan McDougal. It was the largest 
loan made in the 7 years of CMS's ex
istence, twice the size of previous 
loans. It was a 12-percent promissory 
note for $300,000, a payment of interest 
only of $36,000 for the first and second 
years, then $14,000 a month, including 
interest, in subsequent years. 

The check was deposited into a 
McDougal account at Madison Guar
anty and, within days, over $150,000 was 
drawn out to pay other McDougal land 
deals. We believe that $25,000 was used 
as a downpaymen t on a second 
Whitewater Development Corp. land 
purchase south of Little Rock, and 
that over $111,000 was transferred into 
another McDougal project called 
Flowerwood Farms. None of this 
money went to the working capital of 
Master Marketing. 

All of this leads to questions about 
the SBA and their activities. Note very 
clearly that this is a question that goes 
to the functioning of the Small Busi
ness Administration. How can an SBA 
program designed for one purpose be al
lowed to go so far afield? Should the 
SBA tighten up its regulation and su
pervision of the small business invest
ment companies? I believe Congress 
clearly has an interest in reviewing 
and potentially revising the way this 
program is administered. 

Mr. President, it is important to re
alize that the $300,000 loan made to 
Master Marketing was improper in just 
about every way. 

One, the recipient was clearly not 
disadvantaged. 

Two, the money was not used for its 
stated purpose. 

Three, the money was used for real 
estate purchases, which violates the 
prohibition on the use of SBIC funds 
for real estate. 

Four, it was never repaid. 

Fifth, the Federal Government and 
the U.S. taxpayers ended up holding 
the tab. 

This means, once again, that the tax
payers were paying the tab for activi
ties in the Whitewater field. I believe 
the number of questions all this raises, 
once again, shows why hearings are so 
important and why the Mitchell sec
ond-degree amendment, with its nar
row scope, designed to preclude our in
quiry into these matters, is totally off 
the mark. 

Mr. President, the people of the Unit
ed States have the right to get some 
answers, and I do believe it is a sham 
and a fig leaf to keep blocking the in
quiry, or even a vote on these ques
tions, by offering the same second-de
gree amendment. These are issues that 
will be explored; these are issues that 
need to be brought out; and I cannot 
understand, in light of the very strong 
commitment of the majority leader, 
shown in investigating acts of wrong
doing or potential wrongdoing in pre
vious Republican administrations, why 
they should be so objectionable and so 
feared that they need to be second 
degreed out before this body can vote 
on them. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. FORD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Kentucky. 
Mr. FORD. How much time is left on 

each side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 

minute 40 seconds on each side. 
Mr. FORD. Does the Senator want to 

finish his 1 minute 40 seconds? 
Mr. BOND. I will yield first to my 

colleague from Kentucky. 
Mr. FORD. I thought so. 
Mr. President, let me make two 

quick points, if I may. We have heard 
these arguments over and over again. 
They are getting so repetitious that we 
know them by heart now. So it does 
not take long to just keep on, keep on, 
keep on. What we are doing is seeing 
that this side is beginning to get 
pushed into a corner. Even the joint 
leadership in the House have agreed ba
sically to what we are trying to do, 
which the special counsel has said is 
basically fair and meets his goal. 

So now we find that everybody, basi
cally, except this group-and maybe 
they will keep right on-has seen that 
this is the best route to go in fairness 
and in completion and in competent in
vestigation. 

Mr. President, we have had eight 
votes, I believe, and we are getting 
ready to have two more, and probably 
some more before the night is over, and 
we are delaying millions arid millions 
of dollars that ought to be going to 
every State to build airports, to help 
their airways, to see that those people 
who paid a 10 percent tax on their air
line ticket--their money that has gone 
into entitlements, any airport im
provement, and many other things in 

the bill. But we are delaying and pre
venting the construction season to get 
underway. We are preventing the peo
ple from taking advantage of the tax 
dollars and the time. 

So, Mr. President, I hope they get off 
this bill, let me get it passed so I can 
go to conference and have it done be
fore July 1. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, with re
spect to the votes that we have had 
here, we have attempted to focus an in
vestigation that we believe is in the 
best interest of the American people. 
We have seen millions of dollars lost. 
There have been. substantial indica
tions of lax practices by agencies, fi
nancial agencies in the Treasury, the 
RTC, perhaps even wrongdoing in the 
Department of Justice or failure to fol
low procedures. 

Certainly, in the amendment before 
us right now we have practices by the 
SBA, the Small Business Administra
tion, which are not defensible. 

I simply ask our colleagues to allow 
us to ask questions in this Whitewater
related matter that would help us de
termine whether there are changes 
that need to be made in the SBA. 

House Republicans were forced to ac
cept a very limited scope amendment. 
Of course, they were. Everybody knows 
that the Rules Committee in the House 
does not allow the minority party to 
have votes or to conduct investiga
tions. 

In the past, this body has on a Demo
crat and Republican basis had the op
portunity to debate issues on a much 
broader basis, raise questions and gen
erally to get an up-or-down vote. We 
are being denied an up-or-down vote. 
But the people of America should know 
that a vote for the second-degree 
amendment is a vote not to investigate 
the SBA and Capital Management 
Services just as a vote for the second
degree amendment on the last issue 
was a vote not to look into the Depart
ment of Justice contacts with the 
White House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Under the previous order, the junior 
Senator from Kentucky was to be rec
ognized. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, since obvi
ously the junior Senator from Ken
tucky is not now present in the Cham
ber, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, has 
the Bond amendment been temporarily 
laid aside? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has. 
The bill is open to amendment. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1794 

(Purpose: To authorize hearings on any is
sues developed during, or arising out of, 
the Whitewater oversight hearings) 
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MCCON

NELL] proposes an amendment numbered 
1794. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the follow

ing: 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs shall conduct an in
vestigation into, study of, and hearings on, 
all matters which have any tendency to re
veal the full facts about any issues developed 
during, or arising out of, the hearings con
ducted by the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs under this Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1795 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1794 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I send a 
second-degree amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. FORD], 

for Mr. MITCHELL, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1795 to amendment No. 1794. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment to dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed insert the 

following: ' 
(1) Additional Hearings: In the fulfillment 

of the Senate's constitutional oversight role, 
additional hearings on the matters identified 
in the resolution passed by the Senate by a 
vote of 98-0 on March 17, 1994 should be au
thorized as appropriate under, and in accord
ance with, the provisions of that resolution. 

(2) Any additional hearings should be 
structured and sequenced in such a manner 
that in the judgement of the two Leaders 
they would not interfere with the ongoing 
investigation of Special Counsel Robert B. 
Fiske, Jr. 

Mr. FORD. We have already voted on 
it nine times. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky has 171/2 minutes. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
underlying amendment that I sent to 
the desk continues our rather lengthy 
discussion about the appropriate way 
in which the Congress and particularly 
the Senate should exercise its over
sight responsibility in what has been 
widely described as the Whitewater af
fair. 

Mr. President, at this rate the big 
scandal voters will take into the voting 

booth with them this November, I fear, 
is not Whitewater but whitewash. Op
eration Whitewash. The congressional 
coverup. 

Understandably, members of the 
President's party, and the White 
House, would like to sweep it all under 

· the rug, pretend Whitewater never ex
isted, deride as politics any effort by 
Republicans to explore the matter in a 
congressional forum. That is, Mr. 
President, as if politics was somehow 
an alien presence in this place. 

Not that politics had anything to do 
with the 25-I repeat--25 congressional 
investigations of administration mat
ters during the Presidencies of Ronald 
Reagan and George Bush. Twenty-five 
times, Mr. President, 25 times during 
those 12 years frustrated Democrats 
hoped in vain that each was political 
manna. Oh no, it was said, those were 
instances where Congress needed to 
"do its job," protect the American peo
ple, it was said, air the issues, explore 
the charges, conduct oversight on be
half of the American people. 

That is what was said by our friends 
on the other side of the aisle when it 
was a Republican in the White House, 
Mr. President. We are just trying to 
make the point here that what is good 
for the goose is good for the gander, 
and it is pretty hard to explain away 
those 25 congressional investigations in 
terms of what has been happening here 
when the occupant of the White House 
happens to be of a different party. 

Mr. President, I do not think the 
whitewash will wash with the Amer
ican people. Congressional Democrats 
can delay, dawdle, deny, dither, and de
tour ad infinitum-because they run 
this place. All of it-the House and the 
Senate. But do not think people will 
not sit up and take notice. 

Democrats hold the keys to open the 
door to the truth. But at most, at least 
so far, they are willing only to put the 
keys in the door after they are darn 
sure the deadbolt and chain have been 
firmly put in place. 

The voters, Mr. President, want us to 
kick the door in, all the way in, wide 
open. They want the whole truth. They 
want it all out on the table where ev
erybody can take a look at it. They 
want to judge for themselves, Mr. 
President, whether it is all political, 
whether it is all media hype, as our 
friends on the other side contend. 
Americans are tired of the spin. It is 
not enough to hold rigged hearings, 
carefully crafted to avoid airing trou
blesome issues contained under the 
Whitewater umbrella. 

Now, Mr. President, the underlying 
amendment which I have sent forward 
assures that when hearings are held-it 
is a very simple amendment-when 
hearings are held, whether according to 
the Democrat or Republican blueprint, 
if any new issues develop during the 
hearings or arise out of them, the over
sight committee could pursue them. 

Let me repeat, Mr. President. It is 
not complicated here. 

In fact, I suspect it is the way every 
congressional hearing we have ever had 
around here has been conducted; that 
is, if any new issue arose, no matter 
which set of guidelines were adopted, a 
majority set of guidelines for the hear
ings or a Republican set of guidelines 
for the hearings, no matter which set 
of guidelines we were pursuing, if a new 
issue developed, the oversight commit
tee would be free to pursue them. 

I suggest, Mr. President, that no 
other approach to the matter makes 
any sense whatsoever. For any com
mittee investigating any subject to 
conclude in advance that some new 
item brought to light by testimony be
fore the committee had to be ignored is 
utter nonsense. 

So what I am suggesting, Mr. Presi
dent, in the underlying amendment is 
that the committee, no matter which 
set of guidelines the Senate ultimately 
adopted to pursue the oversight hear
ing, be free to go into any matter 
brought to light by the hearing. 

That is why we have hearings-to 
learn. Frequently in public hearings, as 
a matter of fact, virtually all of the 
time in a public hearing around this 
place or any other legislative body, 
new things come to light. That is why 
we have hearings. 

So I want to make it clear, Mr. Presi
den.t--and I would hope the Senate 
would share that view-that no matter 
what the parameters of the hearings in 
the beginning, that any new matter 
brought to light could be pursued. This 
would at least, Mr. President, partially 
loosen the straitjacket that the major
ity leader's proposal seeks to put the 
committee in. Bear in mind, the Demo
cratic leader, the majority leader's 
proposal, puts the committee in a 
straitjacket, allows it to pursue only 
certain i terns. 

I am sure it will be discussed here on 
the floor tonight that the House Re
publicans have essentially agreed with 
the majority over in the other body to 
the same stipulations that the major
ity leader is offering us here. 

I would say that this is not the 
House. This is the Senate. And, of 
course, the minority in the House is in 
a very poor negotiating position. As we 
all know, the House of Representatives 
is largely like a triangle. At the top of 
the triangle is the Speaker and the 
chairman of the Rules Committee, and 
they can run the place because House 
rules simply do not allow the kind of 
latitude, either to individual House 
Members or to the minority party, that 
you have here in the Senate. So the 
poor House Republicans have to take 
the best deal they can get and are not 
in a position, under the rules of the 
House, to leverage anything better. So 
the House Republicans speak for them
selves on this matter. We all under
stand the constraints within which 
they operate because of House rules. 
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Here in the Senate, it is different. 

There are some levers available to the 
minority, one of which we have been 
pursuing over the last week or so, to 
try to get an open, objective evaluation 
of what may or may not be a problem 
with regard to the Whitewater matter. 

Now the independent counsel, Mr. 
Fiske, was given more latitude and au
thority than the congressional over
sight committee is granted under the 
majority leader's proposal that we 
were discussing, and a similar one the 
House Republicans acceded to on their 
side because of their rules. The inde
pendent counsel was given a mandate 
to investigate allegations or evidence 
"developed during, connected with or 
arising out" of his primary investiga
tion. 

Mr. President, if the independent 
counsel is given this authority, the 
Senate certainly ought to be provided 
the same latitude. Our opportunities 
under the proposal by the majority 
leader are considerably more cir
cumscribed than that of the independ
ent counsel. It seems to me a most un
fortunate restriction. 

Let us not forget that public knowl
edge of the White House interference 
with the ongoing RTC investigation of 
Madison Guaranty arose out a routine 
oversight hearing earlier this year. 
That sort of illustrates the point I am 
trying to make here with my amend
ment, Mr. President; that you cannot 
entirely anticipate what is going to 
come up in a hearing. You have wit
nesses who come before it. Are they 
going to tell the truth? Senators are 
going to ask questions in a variety of 
areas. You cannot just decide in ad
vance that you are going to ignore new 
information that may arise. 

So the purpose of the underlying 
amendment that is at the desk is to 
give the committee the authority to 
pursue any new matter which might 
arise during the course of the hearing, 
regardless of what kind of blueprint for 
the hearing was adopted in the begin
ning. 

It would be ludicrous, perfectly ludi
crous, Mr. President, to confine a com
mittee, any committee , in its inves
tigation of Whitewater. That is why, as 
I said earlier, it could be rightly con
strued as whitewash. If you have such a 
narrow line of inquiry that it simply 
hogties the committee and allows it 
not to pursue legitimate areas of in
quiry, one could only call that white
wash. 

Mr. President, I am afraid that is 
what it would come down to if we pur
sued this matter with these kinds of 
rigid guidelines. The main issue is, are 
we going to pursue the truth, or are we 
going to maintain some kind of cover
up here by so restricting whatever 
committee is ultimately established in 
the inquiry? 

At this juncture, Mr. President, I 
think it is important to remember that 

Whitewater, if it is a problem, is the 
President's problem. If the Congress, 
and in particular if the Senate, contin
ues to stonewall over full and fair hear
ings, then whitewash will be the prob
lem of the Senate. Whitewater will be 
the President's problem; whitewash 
will be our problem. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, re
gardless of party affiliation, the last 
thing the Senate would want to engage 
in is drawing itself into this 
Whitewater matter by engaging in ac
tivities that the public could rightly 
construe as whitewash. We do not 
make Whitewater any better by having 
whitewash here in the Senate. 

In closing, I am reminded of the 
countless times we have heard from 
people on both sides of the aisle here, 
mainly on the other side. I remember, 
during the Reagan and Bush years I 
used to hear, "What are the Repub
licans afraid of?" "What are the Repub
licans afraid of?" 

I think it is fair to ask folks on the 
other side, our good friends: What are 
the Democrats afraid of? What is the 
White House afraid of? If there is no 
problem here, Mr. President, why do we 
not go ahead and have the oversight 
hearings? 

We did it 25 times. Twenty-five times 
during the Reagan-Bush years we had 
oversight hearings. I do not recall any 
of them being restricted. I do not re
member every single one of them. I did 
not serve here all of that time, but I re
member many of them. They ranged 
far and wide and made a legitimate at
tempt to get all the questions out 
there and to get as many answers as 
they could get. 

So, Mr. President, I hope that we will 
allow the kind of inquiry that the 
American public demands. And, just 
because the administration may have a 
Whitewater problem-may not; we do 
not know yet-let us not create a 
whitewash problem for us here in the 
Senate. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. FORD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

a tor from Kentucky. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, how much 

time does each side have left now? We 
vote at 9:10; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct, 9:10. 

The senior Senator from Kentucky 
has 17 minutes and 20 seconds, and 3 
minutes and 50 seconds remain for the 
other side. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I find my
self in an awkward position, since all 
these lawyers get up and argue all the 
many proposals and ways of doing 
things. They are pretty good word mer
chants-pretty good word merchants. 
It is difficult for me, sometimes, to try 
to find a way to express myself that 
would be sufficient for the general pub
lic to understand what I am honestly 
trying to do and what I think is hon
estly trying to be accomplished here. 

The amendment that we have before 
us, the underlying amendment, is per
haps the classic example of the process 
the Senate has been going through, 
that has been ongoing for the last sev
eral days. I would have to ask the law
yers. My dad always said a little 
knowledge of the law is dangerous. Get 
you a good lawyer and stay with him
or her. But as I read this amendment, 
you can do anything, anytime, any
where that you want to. This is not 
limited to anything. It is wide open. It 
just says they authorize hearings on 
any and all issues. 

They did not say limit it to 
Whitewater. It does not say limited to 
X, Y, or Z. But the amendment s;:tys 
"to any and all issues that might 
arise." 

I do not know what issues are going 
to arise. They do not, either. But, boy, 
it sure does give them a broad door to 
go through. And I do not think that 
that is what we are trying to do. 

So I hope what we are trying to do 
here is not make the mistakes of the 
past, but to be sure that what we do in 
our hearings just does not jeopardize 
any prosecution in the future-which 
we have experienced in the past. What 
you see in the amendment of the ma
jority leader that I sent to the desk re
flects that March 17 resolution. Full 
hearings will be conducted. I do not 
think there is any doubt about that, 
that full hearings will be conducted. 
But they will be done in phases. I think 
that is proper. The special counsel has 
said: This is what I would like for you 
to do in order for me to conduct a com
plete and thorough investigation. If I 
find wrongdoing, proceed to the courts. 

I think that is straightforward. We 
will have full hearings and they will be 
conducted, but they need to be con
ducted in phases to be sure we do not 
jeopardize the special counsel's pursuit 
of information. 

This amendment would authorize 
hearings on any and all issues that 
might-that might-arise, as the Sen
ate conducts its hearings, with no 
limit, with no necessary reliance on 
anything that is before the Senate as a 
resolution, to get into whatever is 
there. Broad. Get in. Reach. The spe
cial counsel has asked us not to do 
that. 

We have been going for some time 
and I guess we are getting ready to 
vote the 9th and 10th times on the iden
tical language. As I said earlier, there 
has only been one vote different, and 
one Senator was necessarily absent 
from the Senate Chamber and that 
Senator did not vote, so that was one 
change. That Senator is now back and 
the votes, I believe, are identical. They 
have been that way for every vote. 

I have worked since last November to 
put together an airport improvement 
reauthorization bill that has many 
things in it for many States. Every 
State in the Union will have entitle
ments. Every State in the Union will 
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be entitled to discretionary money. 
Since the junior Senator from New 
York has been the leader in this, I have 
tried to explain to him that last fiscal 
year, New York received $81 million 
from this bill and next year it probably 
will be more; that he is now stopping 
the entitlements that are due that 
State under the law-$25 million this 
year, $25 million next year, and $25 mil
lion the year after that. All States 
have that. That is in this bill. 

I could go down the line. I think I 
have tried to accommodate in this bill 
every Senator on both sides of the 
aisle. In fact, we had one come tonight 
who wanted a colloquy, wanted to get 
it in. We read it, improved it, changed 
a word or ·two. I am ready to get it in. 
I guess I could do it now, but it would 
get all mixed up in this debate that has 
been going on, now, for days. 

I would like to get the bill behind us. 
It seems to me we have been re pea ting 
and repeating and repeating and re
peating the same thing. If you think 
the House is the House and the Senate 
is the Senate, and the House over 
there, they have it under control and 
forced the Republicans into doing 
something-I have never known the 
Republican leader in the House, BOB 
MICHEL, to be led into anything-let 
alone NEWT GINGRICH. If you forced 
NEWT GINGRICH to stand up in front of 
the press over there and agree with the 
Democrats when he does not want to, 
that is not the Congressman from 
Georgia I know. 

So when they agreed to it, and come 
publicly with it, that tells me that this 
is on the right track. The majority 
leader's amendment, the majority lead
er's suggestion, is on the right track. 

You can say this is the Senate and 
that is the House. But I still go back to 
the fact when the Congressman from 
Georgia, Congressman GINGRICH, stands 
up and says something, that he was 
forced to do it just does not wash with 
this Senator. And I do not believe it 
washes with those on the other side. 

So it is getting down to a point 
where everybody, basically, is begin
ning to agree we are on the right track. 
We are agreeing with the special coun
sel. We vote and vote and vote, and 
delay and delay and delay. After 8 
months of hard labor, it is tough to 
stand here and see this happen on a · 
piece of legislation that helps all of the 
Senators, helps all the States. 

Do you want to know something? The 
bill that they are delaying is a jobs 
bill. It is a jobs bill because every air
port that is built, every runway that is 
expanded, everything that is done cre
ates jobs for our people back home. But 
we have stopped it for days and days 
and days, and it appears they are going 
to continue to do that. Every day we 
miss on the construction season is a 
job lost back home. Keep on losing jobs 
for American people, but standing up 
here and filibustering by amendment. 

You just say to the American people 
that we do not want you to have jobs; 
we do not want you to get your airport 
fixed. 

After 8 months of hard work and put
ting it all together and getting basic 
agreement, you are getting ready to 
pass it with two or three amendments 
and then, barn, all of a sudden you get 
these amendments day after day after 
day. And that money put there by the 
taxpayers to help the airways and im
prove the economic conditions-the 
best economic development tool you 
have in a community is an airport, for 
those blue chippers to fly in there and 
not have to be driven for an hour or 2 
to see your industrial site. 

So, Mr. President, I hope sometime 
soon the shackles can be taken off of 
this piece of legislation by those who 
are trying to not vote on what they 
have asked for; not vote on what they 
have asked for all these weeks. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER [Mr. 
SIMON]. The junior Senator from Ken
tucky has 3 minutes and 50 seconds. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
resolution we passed, I believe it was 
by 98 to nothing, back on March 17 of 
this year, indicated that the procedure, 
in terms of matters allowed to be in
quired into, would involve-and this is 
a direct quote from the resolution of 
March 17, 199~"hearings on all mat
ters." So the proposal of the majority 
leader at this juncture is a step back, 
as I understand it, from the March 17, 
1994, 98-to-O resolution which author
ized hearings on all matters to limit 
that to three: Vince Foster's suicide, 
White House handling of Foster docu
ments, and White House-RTC contacts 
regarding Madison Guaranty. 

So what we have had here, Mr. Presi
dent, is a further narrowing of an origi
nal 98--0 Senate vote which anticipated 
hearings on all matters-all matters. 

Let me just say further, it seems to 
me it would be without precedent-
maybe it has happened some time in 
the history of the Senate-it seems to 
me it would be without precedent for a 
hearing to be proceeding and for a Sen
ator to ask a follow-up question and for 
the gavel to come down somewhere, 
"Oh, you can't answer that," and the 
chairman sits there and reads some 
prescribed parameters that seem to 
prevent a logical inquiry into a new 
fact that arose during the hearing. 
That is what the underlying amend
ment is about. 

It is simply making the point that if 
everybody is sitting there listening to 
the witness and he brings up some new 
area, that regardless of what the origi
nal prescription for the hearing was, 
like on every other hearing conducted 
around here on every other subject 
since time began, the Senator would be 
free to ask and the witness would be 
free to answer any question on any new 

area that might arise during the course 
of the hearing. 

To do anything other than that, Mr. 
President, I would argue can only be 
called a whitewash. Why do we want to 
have a scandal here in the Senate? I do 
not even know if the administration 
has one. There has been a lot of talk 
about Whitewater. I personally have no -
preconceived notions about it at all. I 
assume the President is not going to 
put it on his resume when he runs in 
1996. Beyond that, we do not know if 
this is a scandal or not. We cannot 
even ask any questions. 

There were 25 investigations during 
the Reagan-Bush period into every con
ceivable newspaper allegations of im
propriety, and here we have what ap
pears to be at least a legitimate in
quiry on the part of the Congress car
rying out its oversight responsibility, 
and the majority wants to so restrict 
the inquiry that it can only be con
cluded by any reasonable person taking 
a look at the facts to be a whitewash. 

Why in the world the Senate would 
want to taint itself by restricting its 
inquiry in such a manner is beyond me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time of 
the Senator from Kentucky has ex
pired. 

Mr. McCONNELL. So, Mr. President, 
I hope the second-degree amendment 
will not be approved and the underly
ing amendment will be. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority whip is recognized. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, it is al

ways uncomfortable to be on the other 
side of my colleague. It does not bother 
me a whole lot, but it makes me un
comfortable. And when he uses terms 
that really are not comfortable for the 
institution, talking about fraud, a 
scandal here when we are just debating 
an issue, is part of the innuendoes we 
have been hearing now for several days. 

We talked about and he referred to 
the March 17 resolution that was voted 
98--0. There is one paragraph that I 
think is pretty straightforward: 

The hearings shall be structured and 
sequenced in such a manner that, in the 
judgment of the leaders, they would not 
interfere with the ongoing investigation of 
Special Counsel Robert B. Fiske, Jr. 

That is all it is. 
What this amendment does is it is 

opened up to everything. Somebody 
said, "Well, I went over and smoked at 
Lizard Lounge with John Jones and he 
told me so and so." Well, that leads 
into something else. 

I just think this is too broad. But my 
colleague said that the resolution said 
that it shall look into all matters, in
clude hearings on all matters. That 
was a good statement. He forgot to say, 
"related to." 

That is what happens after you have 
been in politics for a while. They take 
your statements out of context, and he 
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just did not finish the sentence. All 
hearings, but he forgot to say "related 
to." That is in the resolution, that 98 
of us voted for; 98 to zip-98 to zip. 

So, Mr. President, sure, that is what 
it said, but you have to finish the sen
tence. You have to add those other two 
words to make it whole. What we had 
was a statement that was not quite 
completed: all items related to; includ
ing all matters relating to. And they 
set those out. 

There is an honest difference here, 
regardless of what you say, whether 
the Democrats will not let Republicans 
do it, Republicans are trying to get the 
Democrats, or we are trying to do this 
or we are trying to do that. 

One thing for sure, I have never 
heard a man more complimented than 
Robert B. Fiske, Jr. when he was ap
pointed or selected than from the Re
publicans. And in 24 hours, they turned 
on him through this process on the 
Senate floor. That process we have 
seen today and yesterday and the day 
before of on and on and on. 

So I think it will be seen for what it 
is, regardless of the sound bites that 
might come out of here. The sound 
bites are always good, but we get tired 
of them. They may come back to haunt 
you. 

Congressman Udall made the state
men t--and I have to watch myself 
quite often; I get worked up about 
these things and I should not do it-but 
Congressman Udall said, "Dear Lord, 
make my words soft and sweet for 
some day I might have to eat them." 
Therefore, I have to be very careful. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. FORD. I do not know that I 
ought to. I think I will just keep the 
time and try not to get into anything 
more. 

How much more time do I have, Mr. 
President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky has 2 minutes and 
52 seconds remaining. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, let me just 
encourage my colleagues on the other 
side-I see the distinguished ranking 
member of the Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation Committee who has 
worked very hard on airport improve
ment in his State, particularly in the 
city of St. Louis. We included a whole 
bill in this particular piece of legisla
tion, and I hope some others believe we 
worked very hard. We have the airport 
reform bill after that in case we made 
some mistakes, we can clean them up. 

Mr. President, this is a jobs bill that 
is being held up-the construction of 
new airports, the construction of new 
runways, the roads that lead in, the 
sewers, the lighting. All these things 
are important to communities. 

It is a jobs bill, and we are stopping 
a jobs bill and we are costing millions 
of dollars. Just look at the pages, at 
$480 a page that is being printed, that 

costs just to debate. I wonder how 
many dollars just in print for the legis
lative RECORD we have cost the tax
payers over eight consecutive votes. 
Now we are getting ready to have num
ber 9 and number 10, and we have voted 
on the same thing for days. 

So I implore my colleagues, let us get 
on with the business of the people here, 
and let us get this piece of legislation 
out. If we do not and it goes past July 
1, everything ceases. 

We do not have any entitlements for 
the States. They stop. We do not have 
any funding for airports. We do not 
have any funding for various and sun
dry i terns. We do not help the trucking 
business. We do not help the airline in
dustry. We do not do these things; we 
are just delaying. 

And so, Mr. President, I yield back 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on amendment 1793. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been requested. Is there 
a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 1793, offered by the majority lead
er. The yeas and nays have been or
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 

Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
CHAFEE] is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced-yeas 56, 
nays 43, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 

[Rollcall Vote No. 145 Leg.] 
YEAS-56 

Feinstein Mikulski 
Ford Mitchell 

Biden Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Bingaman Graham Moynihan 
Boren Harkin Murray 
Boxer Heflin Nunn 
Bradley Hollings Pell 
Breaux Inouye Pryor 
Bryan Johnston Reid 
Bumpers Kennedy Riegle 
Byrd Kerrey Robb 
Campbell Kerry Rockefeller 
Conrad Kohl Sar banes 
Daschle Lau ten berg Sasser 
DeConcini Leahy Shelby 
Dodd Levin Simon 
Dorgan Lieberman Wells tone 
Exon Mathews Wofford 
Feingold Metzenbaum 

NAYs-43 
Bennett Gorton McConnell 
Bond Gramm Murkowski 
Brown Grassley Nickles 
Burns Gregg Packwood 
Coats Hatch Pressler 
Cochran Hatfield Roth 
Cohen Helms Simpson 
Coverdell Hutchison Smith 
Craig Jeffords Specter 
D'Amato Kassebaum Stevens 
Danforth -Kempthorne Thurmond 
Dole Lott Wallop 
Domenici Lugar Warner 
Duren berger Mack 
Faircloth McCain 

NOT VOTING-1 
Chafee 

So the amendment (No. 1793) was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on amendment No. 
1792, as amended. 

The amendment (No. 1792), as amend
ed, was agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. · 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, have 
the yeas and nays been requested? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have not been requested. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I request the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on amendment No. 1795 
offered by the majority leader. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 

Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
CHAFEE] is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced-yeas 56, 
nays 43, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Dole 
Domenici 

{Rollcall Vote No. 146 Leg.} 
YEAS-56 

Feinstein Mikulski 
Ford Mitchell 
Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Graham Moynihan 
Harkin Murray 
Heflin Nunn 
Hollings Pell 
Inouye Pryor 
Johnston Reid 
Kennedy Riegle 
Kerrey Robb 
Kerry Rockefeller 
Kohl Sar banes 
Lau ten berg Sasser 
Leahy Shelby 
Levin Simon 
Lieberman Wellstone 
Mathews Wofford 
Metzenbaum 

NAYs-43 
Gorton McConnell 
Gramm Murkowski 
Grassley Nickles 
Gregg Packwood 
Hatch Pressler 
Hatfield Roth 
Helms Simpson 
Hutchison Smith 
Jeffords Specter 
Kassebaum Stevens 
Kempthorne Thurmond 
Lott Wallop 
Lugar Warner 

Duren berger Mack 
Faircloth McCain 

NOT VOTING-1 
Chafee 

So the amendment (No. 1795) was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs now on the amendment 
No. 1794, as amended. 

So the amendment (No. 1794), as 
amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 
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Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 

on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

rise today on behalf of myself and Sen
a tor DURENBERGER to respond to dis
cussion that occurred late last week on 
the Senate floor concerning a proposed 
new airport at Minneapolis-St. Paul, 
MN. 

Our colleagues from North Dakota, 
South Dakota, and Nebraska have re
cently expressed concerns that a new 
hub airport for the Minneapolis-St. 
Paul area could have adverse impacts 
on the air service and air travel costs 
to their States. These Senators wrote 
to the Administrator of the Federal 
Aviation Administrator [FAA] and to 
Minnesota's Metropolitan Airports 
Commission [MAC] to convey their 
concerns. 

We would like to take this oppor
tunity to assure all of our colleagues 
that neither MAC nor the State legisla
ture has made the decision that a re
placement hub airport is needed. The 
legislature established a dual-track 
planning process to investigate wheth
er the existing hub airport should be 
expanded or whether construction of a 
replacement airport will be necessary. 
The legislature is not scheduled to 
make any decision on this matter until 
1996 at the earliest. 

Before any recommendation is made 
to the legislature, there will be exhaus
tive efforts, including public hearings 
by MAC and other State agencies to 
consider all views on both of these op
tions. Again, this process is a technical 
evaluative one and neither choice is 
preordained. The FAA will be under
taking its own environmental impact 
statement to assure that any State de
cision fulfills the requirement of the 
Federal environmental laws. 

MAC Chairman Richard Braun re
cently responded to the letter of our 
colleagues and indicated MAC's will
ingness to consider the views of all in
terested parties, within and outside 
Minnesota, on the potential impacts of 
any new replacement hub airport. Mr. 
President, I hope that in clarifying 
MAC's position in this matter, I can 
also reassure our colleagues that no 
new hub would be built without first 
considering the spokes. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, once again 
I would like to commend the leadership 
of my esteemed colleague from Ken
tucky, Senator FORD, chairman of the 
Senate Subcommittee on Aviation. As 
you know, Mr. President, the Airport 
Improvement Program [AIPJ is a valu
able source of much needed funds for 
airport construction and maintenance. 
And when it looked as if other political 
issues might stall passage of this bill 
and obligation of these much needed 
funds, Senator FORD moved swiftly to 
develop and pass a 60-day extension 
bill. The bill allowed approximately 

half of the total fiscal year 1994 funds 
for the Airport Improvement Program 
to be obligated to states during the 60-
days after the bill was signed. In Wis
consin, this extension was particularly 
important because our short summers 
only allow for a limited construction 
season. The longer AIP funds are de
layed, the more narrow that window of 
opportunity becomes. 

Let there be no mistake, however, 
Mr. President, that the 60-day exten
sion only released half of the funding, 
and many airports are still waiting for 
vital funding. Yet here I stand, speak
ing on behalf of quick consideration of 
the bill, while many of my colleagues 
are engaged in debate on an entirely 
unrelated issue. Mr. President, I am 
not commenting on the importance of 
the Whitewater issue. Some Wisconsin
ites and Americans are concerned 
about this issue, and they are asking 
that the facts be made clear. If my col
leagues want to debate this issue on 
the Senate floor, let them. But I ask 
that they not do it at the expense of 
airports and air passengers. 

Therefore, I join the majority leader 
in asking that the Whitewater issue be 
resolved-one way or the other. If it 
must be considered now, then let us 
vote on any proposals; otherwise, let us 
consider this issue after work on the 
Airport Improvement Program legisla
tion is completed. Either way, let us do 
what is right for airports and air pas
sengers across the country-let us re
lease the Airport Improvement Pro
gram funds and get on with the busi
ness of improving the lives of Ameri
cans. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The major
ity leader. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, as if 
in executive session, I ask unanimous 
consent that it be in order at any time 
to proceed to the nomination of Lauri 
Fitz-Pegado, to be Assistant Secretary 
of Commerce and Director General of 
the U.S. and Foreign Commercial Serv
ice, Ex. Cal. 899, that the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. FAIRCLOTH] be rec
ognized to offer a motion to recommit 
the nominee to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs, 
that there be 2 hours for debate on the 
motion to recommit, to be divided as 
follows; 1 hour controlled by the chair
man of the Banking Cammi ttee and the 
chairman of the Commerce Cammi ttee, 
or their designees, and 1 hour under the 

control of the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. F AIBCLOTH] or his des
ignee, that following the conclusion or 
yielding back of time, the Senate vote 
on the motion to recommit without 
out any intervening action; that if the 
motion is not adopted, the Senate then 
vote on the nomination, without any 
intervening action or debate; that if 
confirmed the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table and the President 
be notified of the Senate's action. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Republican leader is recognized. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object, and I shall not ob
ject but I need to make one additional 
inquiry before I can withdraw the res
ervation. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
withhold my request and I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LAU
TENBERG). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I withdraw 
the reservation. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I renew my request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I dis

cussed with the distinguished Repub
lican leader and the distinguished ma
jority whip the best way to proceed 
with respect to the pending bill and the 
matter that we have been discussing 
today. I have concluded that it would 
be best to proceed as follows. 

The agreement just obtained provides 
me with the authority to proceed to 
the nomination of Lauri Fitz-Pegado at 
any time and it is my intention to pro
ceed to that nomination at 9:30 a.m. to
morrow. That nomination will be the 
subject of debate for 2 hours and then, 
at 11:30 a.m. tomorrow, the Senate will 
vote on a motion to recommit that 
nomination. 

Following that vote, the Senate will 
return to consideration of the airport 
improvement bill for the purpose of 
considering amendments which are un
related to the Whitewater matter. 
There are several such amendments 
which Senators have indicated they in
tend to offer and Senator FORD will 
manage the bill at that time in an ef
fort to complete action on all amend
ments pending to the bill which are not 
related to Whitewater. The understand
ing which the distinguished Republican 
leader and I have reached is that as 
those amendments are considered there 
will not be any Whitewater-related 
amendments. 

Senator DOLE has requested the op
portunity to meet with his colleagues 
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for purposes of discussing how they 
deem it best to proceed, and of course 
as always I wish to accommodate him 
and during the day tomorrow there will 
be a Republican caucus for that pur
pose as we are considering the remain
ing amendments to the bill that are 
unrelated to Whitewater. 

During that time, following their 
caucus, Senator DOLE will advise me of 
their intentions with respect to the 
Whitewater matter, and we will then 
proceed to complete action on the air
port improvement bill either with or 
without further Whi tewa ter-rela ted 
amendments. That would depend upon 
the discussion that occurs tomorrow. 

As I have stated previously, we will 
remain in session this week until we 
complete action on this bill, however 
long that takes, and on the legislative 
appropriations bill, however long that 
takes. It is my hope and expectation 
that it will not take a great deal of 
time to consider and complete action 
on the legislative appropriations bill. 
Of course, I hope the same is true with 
respect to this bill, although as I said, 
that will depend upon the caucus of our 
Republican colleagues tomorrow. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, in 

any event, there will be no further roll
call votes this evening. The next vote 
will be at 11:30 a.m. tomorrow on the 
motion to recommit the Fitz-Pegado 
nomination, and then I expect there 
will be several votes during the day on 
the non-Whitewater-related amend
ments to the airport improvement bill. 

I do want to state that we will re
main in session this week until we 
complete action on this bill, however 
long that takes-Thursday, Friday, 
Saturday-whatever it takes, and on 
the legislative appropriations bill. 

I hope and expect that it will not 
take those days and that we can com
plete action on it tomorrow. But we 
simply are going to have to complete 
action on it before we recess for the 
week. 

Mr. President, I would like to invite 
the distinguished Republican leader to 
comment, first to correct me if I mis
stated any portion of our discussion, or 
to make any other comments that he 
wishes to make. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re

publican leader. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I say to the 

majority leader, I think he accurately 
reflects our discussion. I think there is 
one additional thing. If we should have 
some further negotiations on our side 
tomorrow after completion of the non
Whi tewater amendments, it · might be 
possible to take up legislative appro
priations so we would not be losing any 
time. I think we discussed that also. 

So I think the majority leader has in
dicated he will stay here tonight, 

through Friday, whatever, until action 
is completed on the bill and that will 
be conveyed at our conference which 
we hope to convene-we have not yet 
cleared it with the conference chair
man, Senator COCHRAN-we hope to 
convene the conference at 1 o'clock. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues. I now suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair has an announcement. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I withdraw my re
quest. 

APPOINTMENT BY THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the majority leader, 
and after consultation with the Repub
lican leader, pursuant to Public Law 
102-375, as amended by Public Law 103-
171, appoints the following Senators as 
members of the Policy Committee to 
the White House Conference on Aging: 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
PRYOR], from the Special Committee 
on Aging; 

The Senator from Maryland [Ms. MI
KULSKI], from the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources; 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
MOYNIHAN], from the Committee on Fi
nance; and 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. COHEN], 
from the Special Committee on Aging. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I ask unanimous 
consent that I be allowed to speak in 
morning business for no more than 4 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. MURKOWSKI per

taining to the introduction of S. 2191 
are located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I inquire of 

the Chair, are we in morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We have 
before us the pending bill. 

Mr.. FORD. I ask unanimous consent 
there now be a period for morning busi
ness with Senators allowed to speak 
therein up to 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to executive session to consider the fol
lowing nominations: calendars num
bered 852, 853, and 965 to and including 
974. I ask further unanimous consent 
that the nominees be confirmed en 
bloc; that any statements appear in the 
RECORD as if read; that upon confirma
tion the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table en bloc; the President 
be immediately notified of the Senate's 
action; and that the Senate return to 
legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

UNITED STATES ADVISORY COMMISSION ON 
PUBLIC DIPLOMACY 

Charles H. Dolan, Jr., of Virginia, to be a 
Member of the United States Advisory Com
mission on Public Diplomacy for a term ex
piring July 1, 1994. 

Charles H. Dolan, Jr. , of Virginia, to be a 
Member of the United States Advisory Com
mission on Public Diplomacy for a term ex
piring July 1, 1997. 

THE JUDICIARY 

Robert M. Parker, of Texas, to be United 
States Circuit Judge for the Fifth Circuit. 

Diana Gribbon Motz, of Maryland, to be 
United States Circuit Judge for the Fourth 
Circuit. 

Denise Page Hood, of Michigan, to be Unit
ed States District Judge for the Eastern Dis
trict of Michigan. 

Richard A. Paez, of California, to be United 
States District Judge for the Central Dis
trict of California. 

Paul L. Friedman, of the District of Co-
1 umbia, to be United States District Judge 
for the District of Columbia. 

Gladys Kessler, of the District of Colum
bia, to be United States District Judge for 
the District of Columbia. 

Emmet G. Sullivan, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be United States District Judge 
for the District of Columbia. 

Ricardo M. Urbina, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be United States District Judge 
for the District of Columbia. 

William F. Downes, of Wyoming, to be 
United States District Judge for the District 
of Wyoming. 

NAVY 

The following-named captains in the line 
of the United States Navy for promotion to 
the permanent grade of rear admiral (lower 
half), pursuant to title 10, United States 
Code, section 624, subject to qualifications 
therefor as proyided by law: 

UNRESTRICTED LINE OFFICER 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 
Capt. Timothy Robert Beard, 294-38-3629, 

U.S. Navy 
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Capt. David Lawren Brewer, III, 578--64-

8778, U.S. Navy 
Capt. Stanley Walter Bryant, 380--46-0482, 

U.S. Navy 
Capt. Toney Michael Bucchi, 420-60-9527, 

U.S. Navy 
Capt. Robert Stanley Cole, 165-32-2293, U.S, 

Navy 
Capt. William Winston Copeland, Jr., 253-

70-7826, U.S. Navy 
Capt. John Wilbur Craine, Jr., 229-58-9037, 

U.S. Navy 
Capt. James Beaty Ferguson, III, 488-44-

7664, U.S. Navy 
Capt. Edmund Peter Giambastiani, Jr., 

110-38-8318, U.S. Navy 
Capt. John Joseph Grossenbacher, 326-42-

5514, U.S. Navy 
Capt. James Bruce Hinkle , 217-44-6582, U.S. 

Navy 
Capt. Gordon Stallings Holder, 264-74-2235, 

U.S. Navy 
Capt. Richard George Kirkland, 552-72-0635, 

U.S. Navy 
Capt. Peter Avard Chipman Long, 541-50-

9560, U.S. Navy 
Capt. Martin Jules Mayer, 138-36-0493, U.S. 

Navy 
Capt. Barbara Elizabeth McGann, 038-28-

1961, U.S. Navy 
Capt. Patrick David Moneymaker, 569-72-

5495, U.S. Navy 
Capt. Charles William Moore, Jr., 457- 74-

5696, U.S. Navy 
Capt. John Bernard Nathman, 551-70-6751, 

U.S. Navy 
Capt. William Lund Putnam, 560-62-6795, 

U.S. Navy 
Capt. Thomas Russell Richards, 103-38-7138, 

U.S. Navy 
Capt. David Putnam Sargent, Jr., 026-32-

1082, U.S. Navy 
Capt. William Robert Schmidt, 409-74-6316, 

U.S. Navy 
Capt. Donald Alan Weiss, 501-50-7917, U.S. 

Navy 
ENGINEERING DUTY OFFICER 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 
Capt. John Anthony Gauss, 029-38-5672, 

U.S. Navy 
Capt. Thomas John Porter, 478-50--4481, 

U.S. Navy 
AERO SP ACE ENGINEERING DUTY OFFICER 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 
Capt. Robert Wayne Smith, 452-72-6697, 

U.S. Navy 
SPECIAL DUTY OFFICER (CRYPTOLOGY) 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 
Capt . Harry Winsor Whiton, 022-34-2916, 

U.S. Navy 
SPECIAL DUTY OFFICER (INTELLIGENCE) 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. Lowell Edwin Jacoby, 219-48-4376, 
U.S. Navy 

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICER (OCEANOGRAPHY) 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. Paul Golden Gaffney, II, 282-42-0479, 
U.S. Navy 

STATEMENT ON THE NOMINATION 
OF WILLIAM F. DOWNES 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I would 
make a comment with regard to cal
endar item No. 973, the nomination of 
William F. Downes to be U.S. District 
Judge for the District of Wyoming. 

This is a very excellent nomination 
by the President. I have known Bill 

Downes for many years. He is a splen
did man. He will do a very fine job. It 
is very pleasing to the bench and bar 
and citizens of Wyoming as he now will 
take up his residence in Casper, WY, 
where we have prepared the facilities, 
remodeled the district court, very 
beautifully done. 

It was done several years ago to ac
commodate a judge in that area of Wy
oming. Bill Downes will now be the 
Federal District Judge in the Federal 
courthouse in Casper, WY, and he will 
serve with great distinction and do as 
fine a job on the bench as he has done 
during his practice of law. He and his 
wife, Cathy, are splendid people. 

I am very pleased to see this result 
for our citizens of Wyoming, for the at
torneys, and others of the bar and the 
bench in Wyoming. 

Thank you very much. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will re
turn to legislative session. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 5:58 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R . 4301. An Act to authorize appropria
tions for fiscal year 1995 for military activi
ties of the Department of Defense, for mili
tary construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
personnel strengths for such fiscal year for 
the Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 4506. An Act making appropriations 
for energy and water development for the fis
cal year ending September 30, 1995, and for 
other purposes. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to section 202(b)(3)(D) of Pub
lic Law 103-227, the Minority Leader 
appoints Mr. GOODLING of Pennsylvania 
to serve on the National Education 
Goals Panel on the part of the House. 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following measure was read the 

first and second times by unanimous 
and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 4506. An Act making appropriations 
for energy and water development for the fis
cal year ending September 30, 1995, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Appro
priations. 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following measure was read the 
first and second times by unanimous 
consent, and placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 4301. An Act to authorize appropria
tions for fiscal year 1995 for military activi
ties of the Department of Defense, for mili-

tary construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
personnel strengths for such fiscal year for 
the Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc
uments, which were referred as indi
cated: 

EC-2805. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report on 
programs to counter terrorism; to the Select 
Committee on Intelligence. 

EC-2806. A communication from the Sec
retary of Agriculture, transmitting, a draft 
of proposed legislation to amend the Egg 
Products Inspection Act to recover the full 
costs for inspection of egg products per
formed at times other than an approved pri
mary shift; to the Committee on Agri
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-2807. A communication from the Sec
retary of Agriculture, transmitting, a draft 
of proposed legislation to recover costs of es
tablishing standards for agricultural prod
ucts; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu
trition, and Forestry. 

EC-2808. A communication from the Sec
retary of Agriculture, transmitting, a draft 
of proposed legislation to amend the Federal 
Meat Inspection Act and the Poultry Prod
ucts Inspection Act to require meat and 
poultry slaughter and processing establish
ments to pay the full cost of Federal inspec
tion for extra shifts; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-2809. A communication from the Sec
retary of Agriculture, transmitting, a draft 
of proposed legislation entitled " Packers and 
Stockyards Licensing Fee Act of 1994"; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC-2810. A communication from the Sec
retary of Agriculture, transmitting, a draft 
of proposed legislation entitled " Livestock 
Dealer Trust Act of 1994" ; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-2811. A communication from the Comp
troller General of the Department of De
fense, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re
port of a violation of the Antideficiency Act, 
case number 93-01; to the Committee on Ap
propriations. 

EC-2812. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of a tech
nical violation of the Antideficiency Act in 
the Administration for Children and Fami
lies' Children and Families Services Program 
appropriation; to the Committee on Appro
priations. 

EC-2813. A communication from the Comp
troller General of the Department of De
fense , transmitting, pursuant to law, a re
port of a violation of the Antideficiency Act, 
case number 92-80; to the Committee on Ap
propriations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The fallowing reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. FORD, from the Committee on 

Rules and Administration, without amend
m ent: 

H. Con. Res. 222. A concurrent resolution 
authorizing the placement of a bust of Raoul 
Wallenberg in the Capitol. 



12986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE June 15, 1994 
S. Res. 196. A resolution to authorize the 

printing of additional copies of a Senate re
port entitled "Developments in Aging: 1993" . 

By Mr. FORD, from the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, without amend
ment: 

S. Res. 224. An original resolution to 
amend the Standing Rules of the Senate for 
the use of the recording studio and mass 
mailings with respect to uncontested elec
tions. 

S. Res. 225. An original resolution relating 
to the purchase of calendars. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources: 

Bonnie O'Day, of Massachusetts, to be a 
Member of the National Council on Disabil
ity for a term expiring September 17, 1995. 

(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that she be 
confirmed, subject to the nominee's 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly con
stituted committee of the Senate.) 

By Mr. NUNN, from the Cammi ttee on 
Armed Services: 

The following named officer to be placed 
on the retired list in the grade indicated 
under the provisions of Title 10, United 
States Code, Section 1370: 

To be admiral 
Adm. Charles R. Larson, 505-42--6639, U.S. 

Navy. 
(The above nomination was reported 

with the recommendation that he be 
confirmed.) 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. STEVENS (for himself, Mr. 
MURKOWSKI, and Mr. GORTON): 

S. 2191. A bill to amend the Fishermen's 
Protective Act of 1967 to permit reimburse
ment of fishermen who must pay in advance 
what the United States considers an illegal 
fee to navigate waters; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. BENNETT (for himself, Mr. 
SASSER, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
WOFFORD, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. 
DOMENIC!, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr. SPEC
TER, Mr. SIMON, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. KEN
NEDY, and Mr. BOND): 

S. 2192. A bill to amend the Securities Ex
change Act of 1934 with respect to the exten
sion of unlisted trading privileges for cor
porate securities, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself and Mr. 
GORTON): 

S . 2193. A bill to amend the Fishermen's 
Protective Act of 1967 to require the Sec
retary of State to reimburse owners of cer
tain fishing vessels for certain fees paid by 
such owners to governments of foreign coun
tries, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Commerce , Science, and Transpor
tation. 

By Mrs. MIKULSKI (for herself, Mr. 
REID, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. GRASSLEY, and Mr. 
SARBANES): 

S. 2194. A bill to require the Architect of 
the Capitol to establish and maintain a com
prehensive personnel management system, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 2195. A bill to direct the Federal Com

munications Commission to require the res
ervation, for public uses, of capacity on tele
communications networks, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. WELLSTONE (for himself and 
Mr. BURNS): 

S. 2196. A bill to assure fairness and choice 
to patients and providers under managed 
care health benefit plans, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 
S. 2197. A bill to amend the Immigration 

and Nationality Act to control illegal immi
gration to the United States, reduce incen
tives for illegal immigration, reform asylum 
procedures, strengthen criminal penalties for 
the smuggling of aliens, and reform other 
procedures; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. FORD: 
S. Res. 224. An original resolution to 

amend the Standing Rules of the Senate for 
the use of the recording studio and mass 
mailings with respect to uncontested elec
tions; from the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration; placed on the calendar. 

S. Res. 225. An original resolution relating 
to the purchase of calendars; from the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration; placed 
on the calendar. 

By Mr. GORTON (for himself, Mr. STE
VENS, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. PACK
WOOD, and Mr. HATFIELD): 

S. Res. 226. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate relating to negotiations 
under the Pacific Salmon Treaty; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. STEVENS (for himself, 
Mr. MURKOWSKI, and Mr. GOR
TON): 

S. 2191. A bill to amend the Fisher
men's Protective Act of 1967 to permit 
reimbursement of fishermen who must 
pay in advance what the United States 
considers an illegal fee to navigate wa
ters; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 
THE FISHERMEN'S PROTECTIVE ACT AMENDMENT 

OF 1994 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, Can
ada has announced a $1,500 license fee 
for United States fishermen to transit 
through the Inside Passage off the Pa
cific coast of Canada. This action is a 
clear violation of international law, in-

eluding the U.N. Conventions on the 
Law of the Sea. Senator MURKOWSKI, 
Senator GORTON, and I are introducing 
this bill to amend the Fishermen's Pro
tective Act of 1967 to allow United 
States fishermen to be reimbursed if 
they pay this illegal Canadian fee in 
advance. 

The Fishermen's Protective Act of 
1967 provides for the reimbursement of 
fees paid by U.S. fishermen to secure 
the release of a vessel which has been 
seized. The act does not, however, 
allow fishermen to be reimbursed for 
fees paid in advance to avoid seizure. 
United States fishermen whose boats 
are seized for failure to pay this illegal 
fee will face significant expense and 
delay because the fee may only be paid 
in two ports on the Pacific coast of 
Canada, which means that they will 
have to travel from the point of seizure 
to those ports. 

The bill we are introducing today
the Fishermen's Protective Act 
Amendment of 199~would allow U.S. 
fishing vessel owners to be reimbursed 
for fees paid in advance to a foreign 
government to avoid seizure. The fees 
would be reimbursable if the United 
States considers the foreign govern
ment's fee to be inconsistent with 
international law. Because the State 
Department now agrees with my analy
sis that the Canadian fee violates 
international law, our fishermen would 
be reimbursed under this bill. 

We need to act quickly to pass the 
amendment. Fishermen who cannot af
ford to pay the Canadian fee, and 
whose safety depends on access to the 
sheltered Inside Passage off British Co-
1 umbia, need our immediate help. I 
hope that other Members will join in 
cosponsoring this bill to reimburse 
United States fishermen who are forced 
to pay this illegal Canadian fee. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
earlier today, I joined with Senator 
STEVENS and Senator GORTON in spon
soring a bill to amend the Fishermen's 
Protective Act of 1967. This bill would 
allow the Secretary of State to reim
burse fishermen who are, as a con
sequence of Canadian action, now 
forced to pay a transit fee for moving 
fishing vessels through the inland pas
sage of British Columbia, that portion 
of Canada on the West Coast that sepa
rates the Puget Sound area in the 
State of Washington and southeastern 
Alaska. 

It is the opinion of the Senator from 
Alaska that this action is illegal and 
discriminatory. 

Mr. President, as you may or may 
not know, Canada, as of yesterday, re
quired an $1,100 fishing vessel transit 
license for United States fishing ves
sels engaged in innocent passage 
through Canadian waters. The Cana
dian action was taken to try and force 
the United States to agree on a Cana
dian fisheries proposal that would be 
contrary to the best interests of our 
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Nation and, again, in the opinion of the 
Senator from Alaska, this is a flagrant 
discriminatory violation of inter
national law and serves only to dis
courage rational debate on important 
conservation issues. 

I have called for strong reaction by 
the United States Government, our 
State Department, including, if nec
essary, the use of the United States 
Coast Guard, to protect American fish
ing vessels transiting that area. 

Let me note that I do not like the 
idea of our Government agreeing to 
this type of an outrageous charge 
which is, as I have said, a challenge to 
the free flow of navigation, tradition
ally in waters that have always en
joyed access by U.S. fishing vessels. 

Such ·a fee is strictly illegal, as I 
have said, and I am confident that Can
ada is going to have to ultimately ac
cept this fact and will be required 
under law to reimburse any person who 
is forced to pay it. However, the impor
tant thing right now is to avoid disrup
tions in our U.S. fisheries. I recognize 
as well that the United States Govern
ment is in a better position, perhaps, 
to recover these inappropriate charges 
from the Government of Canada than 
are the individual fishermen. Hence, 
the amendment of the Fishermen's 
Protective Act of 1967 which, as I indi
cated earlier, has been introduced ear
lier today by my colleague Senator 
STEVENS and Senator GORTON. 

This amendment to the bill would 
allow for the Government of the United 
States to bear the responsibility if, in
deed, a U.S. vessel is stopped from en
tering Canadian waters and seized or 
otherwise issued a violation. 

So it would put our Government as 
the intermediary, if you will, Mr. 
President, between the actions of the 
Canadian Government and our individ
ual fishermen rather than our Govern
ment, and I think it is appropriate that 
this action be taken on the basis which 
I have outlined because clearly it puts 
a government-to-government negotia
tion where it belongs to resolve this 
unfortunate action taken by the Gov
ernment of Canada. 

Now, the main goal of the Canadian 
strategy is to attempt to limit negotia
tions on the Pacific Salmon Treaty. It 
has announced it will begin taking a 
series of steps that will be, in the 
words of the Canadian Minister of Fish
eries, to the advantage of Canada and 
United States disadvantage. 

I would hope, Mr. President, that the 
Canadian Fisheries Minister will recon
sider that statement if, indeed, that is 
his statement because clearly this mat
ter can only be resolved by negotia
tions at an appropriate level and not 
by taking unilateral actions such as 
have been taken. 

Further and finally, the transit li
cense to which this bill responds, as I 
have indicated, is a violation of inter
national law which protects the right 

of innocent passage. It very well could 
endanger the lives of Americans who 
would, if barred from sheltered waters 
of inside passage, have to take their 
small boats into rough, unpredictable 
and dangerous open ocean around Van
couver Island. 

So for that reason the bill has been 
amended. I would call on my colleagues 
for their support and again repeat my 
call on Canada to abandon its efforts to 
coerce an agreement from the United 
States. If Canada wants an agreement, 
it must return to the bargaining table 
and negotiate in a responsible manner 
government to government. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 

By Mr. BENNETT (for himself, 
Mr. SASSER, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, 
Mr. WOFFORD, Ms. MOSELEY
BRAUN, Mr. DOMENIC!, Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. 
SIMON, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. KEN
NEDY, and Mr. BOND): 

S. 2192. A bill to amend the Securi
ties Exchange Act of 1934 with respect 
to the extension of unlisted trading 
privileges for corporate securities, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af
fairs. 
THE UNLISTED TRADING PRIVILEGES ACT OF 1994 

•Mr. BENNETT. Madam President, I 
introduce a small but important piece 
of legislation: the Unlisted Trading 
Privileges Act of 1994. This bill bears 
testimony to the fact that when the 
Government and the private sector 
work together, we can produce posi
tive, helpful legislation. The Unlisted 
Trading Privileges Act strikes at the 
heart of two issues that I promised my 
constituents I would address when I 
came to represent them in Washington, 
DC-regulatory relief and capital for
mation. 

I am pleased to take a moment to 
clarify the background and intent of 
this legislation which reforms a proce
dure that has been in place since 1934 
and has stifled competition in the sales 
of initial public offerings. I would like 
to take a moment to pause and thank 
the parties that have been involved in 
creating what I believe to be a sin
gularly well crafted piece of legisla
tion. Through the long and dedicated 
work of the New York Stock Exchange, 
the Securities and Exchange Commis
sion, and the Regional Stock Ex
changes, the Philadelphia, Chicago, 
Boston, and Pacific, we were able to 
create a bill that is acceptable to all of 
them. In this regard I would like to 
give special thanks to SEC Chairman, 
Arthur Levitt whose staff reflects his 
strong commitment to honor his Com
mission's mandate to, in his own 
words, "see to it that competition 
works not just for the benefit of a par
ticular institution, but protects the in
terests of the investor." 

Through many months of hard work, 
and over 20 different drafts of this leg-

islation, the Securities and Exchange 
Commission worked in conjunction 
with a bipartisan congressional staff 
and the represen ta ti ves of the New 
York Stock Exchange and the Regional 
Stock Exchanges to create a bill which 
will remove outdated regulatory bar
riers which currently prevent an open 
and more liquid market by · giving the 
SEC the authority level the playing 
field in the sale of securities. 

This bill will amend section 12(f)(l) of 
the Securities and Exchange Act of 1934 
to revise the conditions under which 
exchanges extend unlisted trading 
privileges to most registered securi
ties, a procedure which can often take 
many weeks under the current system, 
with absolutely no benefit gained by 
anyone associated with the trans
action. The new section 12(f)(l) will en
hance the opportunity for competition 
among exchanges by removing regu
latory delays caused by exchange appli
cation, notice, and Commission ap
proval requirements. 

The maintenance of orderly markets 
is the central issue contained in this 
legislation. This bill charges the SEC 
with the creation of such regulations 
as are appropriate to allow the earliest 
possible national trading of a security, 
while maintaining fair and orderly 
markets and protecting investors and 
the public interest. 

Since its inception it has been the 
SEC's mission to foster competition in 
the marketplace and eliminate all ex
change rules and procedures that im
pose unnecessary burdens on the cre
ation of competition. It is in the spirit 
that this bill allows every attempt to 
expose orders and order flow to the 
best existing market at the earliest 
possible time. 

The current procedure inhibits some 
markets from effectively entering the 
competition. It causes decisions re
garding the direction of order flow to 
be made without the benefit of the best 
suited market. And while, once made, 
the order flow decisions can be 
changed, the damage will have been 
done in the first few days of trading 
when the volume is historically at its 
peak. 

In the end, it is the public/customer 
who is at risk in having orders exposed 
to trade in markets that are not as 
competitive as they could otherwise be. 
By allowing all markets to compete ef
fectively, at the earliest possible time, 
the public/customer has more oppor
tunity to receive the best price in his 
trades. 

The current rules impair the ability 
of the regional specialists to compete 
in a timely fashion. They also cost 
nonmembers of the primary markets 
the added expense of executing their 
orders. All of this is contrary to the 
progress that has been made so far to
ward the development of a national 
market system. 

My bill will accomplish three basic 
goals. First, it improves liquidity in 
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the markets by allowing greater access 
to floors on which each stock can be 
traded. Second, it creates five special
ists in each stock issue instead of one. 
Finally, it increases competition in 
per-share pricing for brokers and there
fore creates a more competitive envi
ronment in which brokers can pass sav
ings on to their customers.• 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself and 
Mr. GORTON): 

S. 2193. A bill to amend the Fisher
men's Protective Act of 1967 to require 
the Secretary of State to reimburse 
owners of certain fishing vessels for 
certain fees paid by such owners to 
governments of foreign countries, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor
tation. 

THE FISHERMEN'S PROTECTIVE ACT 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, we 

have a wild salmon crisis in the Pacific 
Northwest. Not only are we facing de
clining wild salmon stocks, and an 
emergency closure of salmon fishing 
off of the Pacific Coast due to El Nino, 
we also are facing a breakdown in ne
gotiations with Canada over the Pa
cific Salmon Treaty. 

As a result of this impasse in the ne
gotiations, the Canadians announced 
last week that they would start col
lecting a fee from United States fishing 
boats sailing through the Inside Pas
sage off the west coast of British Co
lumbia. As of midnight last night, all 
commercial United States fishing 
boats sailing through Canadian waters 
will now have to pay about $1,100 each 
way. 

The State Department has said they 
believe the fee is illegal. However, 
while the legal issues are debated, 
United States commercial fishing 
boats will be required to stop and pay 
the fee before sailing through the In
side Passage. I am introducing a bill 
today to help provide relief to these 
commercial fishing boat owners. 

Mr. President, many of the fishing 
boats traveling through the Inside Pas
sage are from my home State of Wash
ington. The fishers have families de
pending on their ability to catch fish 
for their livelihoods. It is not fair that 
they should be fined for trying to make 
a living. They did not break off the ne
gotiations, and they should not have to 
pay. 

The Bellingham Herald reported yes
terday that one Washington State 
skipper sold 8,500 pounds of halibut in 
Canada, so he could head back to Alas
ka without paying $1,100 to leave Cana
dian waters. He had in tended to sell 
the fish to his long-time customers in 
the Bellingham area-something he has 
been doing for the past 10 years. He 
told the newspaper that he was afraid 
the situation was deteriorating and he 
did not want to get caught up in a 
struggle between the two countries. He 
was afraid he would lose a week of 

sockeye fishing if he risked going back 
to Washington State, and then was un
able to get back through Canada. 

Mr. President, it certainly is not a 
good message to send to hardworking 
people in my home State, that the 
United States and Canada cannot agree 
on fish policy. 

Our commercial fishers need to know 
that there is some immediate relief, 
and they need to know that the Clinton 
administration understands the impor
tance of this issue to people in the Pa
cific Northwest and in my state. I plan 
to do two specific things in this regard: 

First, I am introducing a bill that 
will provide relief to commercial fish
ermen. I am committed to working 
with my colleagues in both Houses of 
Congress to move this bill through the 
process as quickly as possible. The bill 
amends the Fishermen's Protective Act 
to allow the United States Government 
to reimburse fishing boat owners who 
pay fees to Canada under protest. In 
turn, the United States Government 
will recover the fees from Canada when 
the treaty negotiations resume. This 
seems to be the first short-term solu
tion to a larger problem. 

I do not believe we should punish 
fishermen-many of whom come from 
Seattle, Port Angeles, Bellingham, Ev
erett , and other Washington State 
cities along the coast. 

Second, I believe it is time to move 
this issue to a higher level. I have 
asked for a meeting with Vice Presi
dent GORE on this issue, because I firm
ly believe this issue should be on the 
front burner in the Clinton administra
tion. If we are to come to agreement 
with Canada on the Pacific Salmon 
Treaty, it may have to be done on the 
President to Prime Minister level. 

Mr. President, we do not want a fish 
war or a boat war with Canada. What 
we really need is for all parties to come 
back to the negotiating table, so they 
can come to an agreement. Charging 
the fishermen who travel through the 
Inside Passage is not going to solve the 
larger problem. 

I am aware that a similar bill was in
troduced today by several of my col
leagues from the Pacific Northwest and 
Alaska. The only real difference in the 
bills is that my bill does not include 
findings which lay blame on Canada. 
This is not the time to point fingers at 
each other. The most important thing 
now is for the parties to return to the 
bargaining table and conclude an 
agreement. I will continue to work 
with my colleagues to achieve that 
goal. 

I ask unanimous consent that my bill 
as introduced be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2193 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. REIMBURSEMENT AND RECOVERY OF 
FEES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Fishermen's Protec
tive Act of 1967 (22 U.S.C. 1971 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 

" SEC. 11. (a) Subject to subsection (c), the 
Secretary of State shall reimburse an owner 
of a commercial fishing vessel of the United 
States for the amount of any fee described in 
subsection (b) that is collected from the 
owner. 

"(b) Subsection (a) applies to any fee col
lected from an owner of a vessel referred to 
in that subsection by the government of a 
foreign country in order to permit the vessel 
to navigate in waters of the country that 
connect with waters of the United States if-

" (1) the owner pays the fee under protest; 
and 

" (2) the Secretary determines that the col
lection of the fee is contrary to applicable 
international law. 

" (c)(l) An owner of a commercial fishing 
vessel seeking reimbursement for the 
amount of a fee under this section shall sub
mit to the Secretary a request for reimburse
ment of the amount of the fee. 

(2) The request shall include any informa
tion with respect to the payment of the fee 
that the Secretary determines appropriate, 
including-

" (A) a copy of the receipt indicating pay
ment of the fee; and 

" (B) an affidavit attesting that the owner 
paid the fee under protest. 

" (3) The owner shall submit the request 
not later than 90 days after the payment of 
the fee . 

" (d) The Secretary shall take any actions 
that the Secretary considers appropriate in 
order to recover from a foreign country the 
amount of any reimbursement made by the 
Secretary under this section with respect to 
a fee collected by that country. 

" (e) For purposes of this section-
" (1) The term 'commercial fishing vessel of 

the United States' means any vessel of the 
United States engaged in commercial fishing 
activities or operations. 

" (2) The term 'owner', in the case of a com
mercial fishing vessel, includes any 
charterer of the vessel.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-(1) The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
June 15, 1994. 

(2) An owner of a commercial fishing vessel 
who pays a fee referred to in subsection (b) of 
section 11 of the Fishermen's Protective Act 
of 1967, as added by subsection (a), during the 
period beginning on June 15, 1994, and ending 
on the date of the enactment of this Act 
shall submit to the Secretary of State a re
quest for reimbursement for the fee under 
such section 11 not later than 90 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself, 
Mr. REID, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
and Mr. SARBANES): 

S . 2194. A bill to require the Archi
tect of the Capitol to establish and 
maintain a comprehensive personnel 
management system, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Govern
ment Affairs. 
ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL HUMAN RESOURCES 

ACT 
• Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I in
troduce the Architect of the Capitol 
Human Resources Act. Introducing this 
legislation with me today as cospon
sors are Senators REID, MOSELEY-
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BRAUN, LIEBERMAN, GRASSLEY, and 
SARBANES. This legislation is also 
being introduced today in the House of 
Representatives by Congresswoman 
NORTON along with her cosponsors Rep
resentatives MFUME and WYNN. 

The Architect of the Capitol employs 
2,300 employees who maintain our 
buildings and our grounds. For years 
these employees have complained to 
me and to others about the appalling 
conditions-truly a plantation mental
ity-under which they must work. 

I want to relate a story, Mr. Presi
dent. We will never forget the week in 
the spring of 1992 when riots swept Los 
Angeles following the verdict in the 
Rodney King beating trial. That week, 
a very agitated member of the Senate 
plumbing shop came to see me in my 
office. He told me that when he re
ported to work, he found a hangman's 
noose in the locker room. When he re
ported it to his supervisor, he was told 
that "some of the guys" were joking 
around. Several days later, another 
hangman's noose was found in the Sen
ate paint shop. 

Other employees have told me and 
my staff of working 23 years with no 
promotion or opportunity for pro
motion, of employees being sexually 
and racially harassed, and of a climate 
of fear. 

I have heard from many employees 
who seek to be promoted based on 
merit and their job performance, but 
have not been able to do so because the 
Architect's office doesn't operate that 
way, they say. They say you get pro
moted only if you are friends with the 
supervisor or if you have accrued a lot 
of unused vacation and sick leave. 
What kind of standard is this for pro
motions? 

Many are the employees who have 
shared their stories to me. And, I have 
heard some terrible stories. 

Employees tell me that when they go 
to see their supervisor to tell him 
there's a problem, they're told: You're 
the problem. And because you're the 
problem, we're going to make sure you 
never create more problems. And by 
doing that, we're going to make sure 
no other employee ever creates a prob
lem again. Because of reports like 
these, of a racially charged atmos
phere, a hostile working environment 
and a work force in fear of reprisal, I 
asked the General Accounting Office to 
review the Architect's operations. 

On Friday, April 29, the GAO issued 
its report on the Architect of the Cap
itol's personnel system. I have read 
that report, and, I've made it clear 
that I am appalled at GAO's findings. 

I have appreciated GAO's continuing 
assistance with the drafting of this leg
islation. I'm pleased that this legisla
tion will address each of the short
comings identified in the GAO's report. 

This legislation requires the Archi
tect to establish and maintain a per
sonnel management system that: en-

sures that hiring, promotions, and as
signments will be based on merit and 
fitness and will include open competi
tion for all employees; creates a formal 
performance job evaluation system 
based on objective criteria-something 
which these 2,300 employees do not 
have now; establishing an equal oppor
tunity program that ensures an affirm
ative employment program for employ
ees and applicants; creates a solid 
training program for Architect employ
ees to increase opportunities for em
ployee advancement; and gives all Ar
chitect employees the ability to appeal 
their complaints to the General Ac
counting Office Personnel Appeals 
Board. This provides the fair and inde
pendent grievance procedure now lack
ing in the Architect's operations. 

Let me make it clear for the benefit 
of those who don't know, exactly who 
the Architect of the Capitol is, and 
what the office of the Architect of the 
Capitol does. 

Mr. George White is the Architect. 
He has held this position for the last 23 
years. As the Architect, Mr. White 
oversees a work force of approximately 
2,300 people. 

The Architect's responsibilities are 
to maintain the structural and me
chanical aspects of the U.S. Capitol 
Buildings and Grounds, including: the 
U.S. Senate and House of Representa
tives, Library of Congress, and Su
preme Court buildings, and the Capitol 
Power Plant; 825 of the 2,000 employees 
work at various Senate facilities and 90 
percent of them are blue-collar work
ers. These employees perform very 
labor intensive work, including food 
service, general cleaning, upholstering, 
painting, carpentry, and repair work. 

So, let's be clear. The Architect of 
the Capitol is not a man sitting in the 
Capitol Building, with a staff of two, 
drawing pictures. He runs a large and 
important organization. The Architect 
is responsible for the smooth operation 
of congressional buildings and mainte
nance of its grounds and the 2,300 em
ployees that do the actual work. 

Although the Architect's Office re
cently stated that it recognizes the de
ficiencies in its system and is attempt
ing to make some modifications, this 
isn't something that last minute 
changes can fix. Every change imple
mented by the Architect has come 
within the last 2 years in response to 
pressure from me, from GAO and from 
other Members of Congress. And this 
Architect has been on the job since 
1971. 

Because I am a Senator from Mary
land, many of the blue-collar workers 
at the Capitol have come to me, Con
gresswoman NORTON, and Congressman 
AL WYNN telling us their stories. Every 
day, I continue to hear from them. I 
have become the EEO office for the Ar
chitect of the Capitol. 

Mr. President, that isn' t my job. 
It is clear to me that only through 

this legislation will the Congress-and 

these employees who have struggled for 
so long to maintain their dignity
achieve the systemic change which 
must occur. 

We introduce this bill today because 
these employees have suffered long 
enough. It is time we act to implement 
the same basic, fundamental manage
ment principles that any large organi
zation should have in place. This legis
lation will-finally-bring the Archi
tect of the Capitol into the 1990's. And 
I mean the 1990's, not the 1890's. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the legislation appear in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2194 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ''Architect of 
the Capitol Human Resources Act" . 
SEC. 2. FINDING AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDING.-The Congress finds that the 
Office of the Architect of the Capitol has not 
kept pace with human resource management 
practices common among other Federal and 
private sector organizations. 

(b) PURPOSE.- lt is the purpose of this Act 
to require the Architect of the Capitol to es
tablish and maintain a personnel manage
ment system that incorporates fundamental 
principles that exist in other modern person
nel systems. 
SEC. 3. PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Architect of the 
Capitol shall establish and maintain a per
sonnel management system. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.- The personnel manage
ment system shall at a minimum include the 
following: 

(1) A system which ensures that applicants 
for employment and employees of the Archi
tect of the Capitol are appointed, promoted, 
and assigned on the basis of merit and fit
ness after fair and equitable consideration of 
all applicants and employees through open 
competition. 

(2) An equal employment opportunity pro
gram which includes an affirmative employ
ment program for employees and applicants 
for employment, and procedures for monitor
ing progress by the Architect of the Capitol 
in ensuring a workforce reflective of the di
verse labor force. 

(3) A system for the classification of posi
tions which takes into account the dif
ficulty, responsibility, and qualification re
quirements of the work performed, and 
which conforms to the principle of equal pay 
for substantially equal work. 

(4) A program for the training of Architect 
of the Capitol employees which has among 
its goals improved employee performance 
and opportunities for employee advance
ment. 

(5) A formal performance appraisal system 
which will permit the accurate evaluation of 
job performance on the basis of objective cri
teria for all Architect of the Capitol employ
ees. 

(6) A fair and equitable system to address 
unacceptable conduct and performance by 
Architect of the Capitol employees, includ
ing a general statement of violations, sanc
tions, and procedures which shall be made 
known to all employees, and a formal griev
ance procedure. 
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(7) A program to provide services to deal 

with mental health, alcohol abuse, drug 
abuse, and other employee problems, and 
which ensures employee confidentiality. 

(8) A formal policy statement regarding 
the use and accrual of sick and annual leave 
which shall be made known to all employees, 
and which is consistent with the other re
quirements of this section. 
SEC. 4. IMPLEMENTATION OF PERSONNEL MAN

AGEMENT SYSTEM. 
(a) DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN.-The Architect 

of the Capitol shall-
(1) develop a plan for the establishment 

and maintenance of a personnel management 
system designed to achieve the requirements 
of section 3; 

(2) submit the plan to the Congress not 
later than 90 days after the date of enact
ment of this Act; and 

(3) implement the plan not earlier than 30 
days and not later than 90 days after the 
plan is submitted to the Congress, as speci
fied in paragraph (2). 

(b) EVALUATION AND REPORTING.-The Ar
chitect of the Capitol shall develop a system 
of oversight and evaluation to ensure that 
the personnel management system of the Ar
chitect of the Capitol achieves the require
ments of section 3 and complies with all 
other relevant laws, rules and regulations. 
The Architect of the Capitol shall report to 
the Congress on an annual basis the results 
of its evaluation under this subsection. 

(C) APPLICATION OF LAWS.-Nothing in this 
Act shall be construed to alter or supersede 
any other provision of law otherwise applica
ble to the Architect of the Capitol or its em
ployees, unless expressly provided in this 
Act. 
SEC. 5. DISCRIMINATION COMPLAINT PROCESS

ING. 
(a) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec

tion: 
(1) The term "employee of the Architect of 

the Capitol" or "employee" means-
(A) any employee of the Architect of the 

Capitol; 
(B) any applicant for a position that is to 

be occupied by an individual described in 
subparagraph (A); or 

(C) any individual who was formerly an 
employee described in subparagraph (A) and 
whose claim of a violation arises out of the 
individual's employment with the Architect 
of the Capitol. 

(2) The term "violation" means a practice 
that violates subsection (b) of this section. 

(b) DISCRIMINATORY PRACTICES PROHIB
ITED.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-All personnel actions af
fecting employees of the Architect of the 
Capitol shall be made free from any discrimi
nation based on-

(A) race, color, religion, sex, or national 
origin, within the meaning of section 717 of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000e-
16); 

(B) age, within the meaning of section 15 of 
the Age Discrimination in Employment Act 
of 1967 (29 U .S.C. 633a); or 

(C) handicap or disability, within the 
meaning of section 501 of the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 791) and sections 102 
through 104 of the Americans with Disabil
ities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12112-14). 

(2) INTIMIDATION PROHIBITED.-Any intimi
dation of, or reprisal against, any employee 
by the Architect of the Capitol, or by any 
employee of the Architect of the Capitol, be
cause of the exercise of a right under this 
section constitutes an unlawful employment 
practice, which may be remedied in the same 
manner as are other violations described in 
paragraph (1). 

(c) PROCEDURE FOR CONSIDERATION OF AL
LEGED VIOLATIONS.-

(1) GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE PERSONNEL 
APPEALS BOARD.-(A) Any employee of the 
Architect of the Capitol alleging a violation 
of subsection (b) may file a charge with the 
General Accounting Office Personnel Ap
peals Board in accordance with the General 
Accounting Office Personnel Act of 1980 (31 
U.S.C. 751-55) and regulations of the Board. 
Such a charge may be filed only after the 
employee has filed a complaint with the Ar
chitect of the Capitol in accordance with re
quirements prescribed by the Architect of 
the Capitol and has exhausted all remedies 
pursuant to such requirements. 

(B) The Architect of the Capitol shall carry 
out any action within its authority that the 
Board orders under section 4 of the General 
Accounting Office Personnel Act of 1980 (31 
u.s.c. 753). 

(C) The Architect of the Capitol shall reim
burse the General Accounting Office for 
costs incurred by the Board in considering 
charges filed under this section. 

(2) GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE PERSONNEL 
APPEALS BOARD OR OFFICE OF SENATE FAIR EM
PLOYMENT PRACTICES.-An employee of the 
Architect of the Capitol who is assigned to 
the Senate Restaurants or to the Super
intendent of the Senate Office Buildings al
leging a violation of subsection (b) may file 
a charge pursuant to paragraph (1), or may 
elect to follow the procedures outlined in the 
Government Employee Rights Act of 1991 (2 
U.S.C. 1201 et seq.). 

(d) AMENDMENTS TO THE GENERAL ACCOUNT
ING OFFICE PERSONNEL ACT OF 1980.-

(1) Section 751(a)(l) of title 31, United 
States Code, amended by inserting "or Ar
chitect of the Capitol" after "Office". 

(2) Section 753(a) of title 31, United States 
Code, is amended-

(A) in paragraph (7) by striking "and" at 
the end of the paragraph; 

(B) in paragraph (8) by striking the period 
and inserting"; and"; and 

(C) by inserting at the end thereof the fol
lowing: 

"(9) an action involving discrimination 
prohibited under section 4(b) of the Architect 
of the Capitol Human Resources Act." 

(3) Section 755 of title 31, United States 
Code, is amended-

(A) in subsection (a) by striking the "or 
(7)" and inserting ", (7), or (9)"; and 

(B) in subsection (b) by striking "or· appli
cant for employment" and inserting "appli
cant for employment, or employee of the Ar
chitect of the Capitol".• 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 2195. A bill to direct the Federal 

Communications Commission to re
quire the reservation, for public uses, 
of capacity on telecommunications 
networks, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

NATIONAL PUBLIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
INFRASTRUCTURE ACT OF 1994 

• Mr. INO~E. Mr. President, today, I 
am pleased to introduce the National 
Public Telecommunications Infrastruc
ture Act of 1994. 

Congress has a longstanding policy of 
facilitating access for the delivery of 
public telecommunications services. 
The legislation I am introducing today 
will bring Congress' public access pol
icy under a consistent framework, and 
apply it uniformly to communications 

technologies that will make up our Na
tion's telecommunications system. 

The opportunities that will emerge 
from connecting all Americans to one 
system of interconnected communica
tions media are extraordinary. This 
legislation provides a framework for 
accomplishing those goals. 

The legislation, among other things, 
will ensure that all citizens of the 
United States have access to non
commercial, governmental, edu
cational, informational, cultural, c1v1c 
and charitable services through all ap
propriate telecommunications net
works. 

It will facilitate widespread public 
and civic discourse on a range of con
cerns between and among all Ameri
cans and ensure that the greatest pos
sible diversity of voices can be heard 
on the national information infrastruc
ture [NII]. 

The legislation will permit citizens 
to engage in interactive conversations 
with their elected officials; it will 
allow students and teachers to enteract 
with their libraries and schools; it will 
provide small town and rural residents, 
as well as low-income citizens, minori
ties and individuals with disabilities to 
access important information about 
their communities and the political 
process; and provide avenues for the 
creation of new applications for public 
and educational broadcasting services, 
particularly at the local level. 

Telecommunications networks have 
long benefited from their special access 
to public rights-of-way. The public ben
efits being conferred on builders and 
operators of the new information high
way include new uses of public prop
erty and electromagnetic frequencies 
of various types and capacities, wires, 
fiber, and other forms of communica
tion. There is no question that those 
who use these public rights-of-way can 
and should be required to confer appro
priate benefits on the public in return. 

The National Public Telecommuni
cations Infrastructure Act of 1994 
would require telecommunications net
works that benefit from this special ac
cess to public rights-of-way to tender a 
benefit to the public-a public right-of
way on the information superhighway. 
More specifically, it would require 
those facilities to reserve up to 20 per
cent of their capacity-to eligible enti
ties for the provision of free edu
cational, informational, cultural, civic, 
or charitable services to the public. 

Eligible entities would include State, 
local, and tribal governments, accred
ited educational institutions, public 
telecommunications entities, public 
and nonprofit libraries, and recognized 
nonprofit organizations specifically 
formed to provide public access to non
commercial educational, informa
tional, cultural, civic, or charitable 
services. 

The bill would apply to those tele
communications networks that receive 
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the benefit of public rights-of-way that 
provide the end user the opportunity to 
choose from a range of communica
tions that are available contempora
neously and that are intended for the 
public. Such networks would include 
common carrier video platforms, cable 
television networks and direct broad
cast satellite [DBS] systems. The bill, 
however, provides for a transition from 
the current public interest require
ments that are embodied in the cable 
act's DBS set-aside, noncommercial 
must carry and public, educational, 
and governmental [PEG] use provisions 
to the new public right-of-way require
ments. 

It is my intent that the legislation 
not apply to the commercial must 
carry requirements that are currently 
set forth in section 614 of the Commu
nications Act, the Internet, point to 
point telephone communications that 
are not intended for the general public 
and terrestrial broadcast stations and 
networks. 

In order to ensure that capacity is re
served and that it is applied consist
ently throughout the Nation, the legis
lation would assert concurrent Federal 
jurisdiction over public rights-of-way 
used in providing telecommunications. 

The bill directs the Federal Commu
nications Commission [FCC] to adopt 
regulations and guidelines which would 
require owners and operators of tele
communications networks to reserve 
capacity on their networks in accord
ance with the certain provisions. The 
legislation reburies the FCC to pre
sume that 20 percent of the network 
capacity is appropriate, but allows the 
FCC to establish a lower or scaled 
amount based on considerations such 
as the type of technology used by the 
network and barriers to access. It also 
permits the FCC to reduce the amount 
of public capacity that a telecommuni
cations network would be required to 
reserve if it finds that the capacity is 
likely to go unused. 

In addition, the owners and operators 
of the telecommunications networks 
would have no control over or liability 
for the content carried on the portion 
of the network reserved for public uses. 

The bill requires the FCC, in allocat
ing the reserved capacity to establish 
block allocations to State and local 
governments for redistribution among 
eligible entities. The legislation directs 
the FCC to establish a public tele
communications infrastructure fund to 
support the eligible entities' use of re
served capacity and to implement it at 
the State, local, or tribal level. 

The bill provides for a sunset of the 
set-aside requirement when the FCC 
determines that a telecommunications 
network is fully open and that there 
are no economic and technological bar
riers to access. This provision makes it 
clear that the reservation of capacity 
is in tended to be a transitional meas
ure that becomes unnecessary once 

telecommunications networks are 
truly open and accessible. 

The principles incorporated in this 
bill are not new. They have deep roots 
in the history of America. Indeed, it is 
not uncommon for the Government to 
request something in exchange for al
lowing a private party the use of public 
property. For instance, when the Gov
ernment was engaged in distributing 
public lands, it allocated portions for 
land grant colleges. When the Federal 
Government has granted right-of-way 
on public lands, it has on occasion re
quired private users to make appro
priate benefits available to the public 
as well. And when the Government al
located radio and television fre
quencies for commercial broadcasting, 
it set aside certain channels for public 
radio and television stations and im
posed obligations to serve the public 
interest. Indeed, approximately 30 per
cent of television channels were re
served for public television-bench
mark which makes a set-aside of up to 
20 percent for a much broader range of 
users modest by comparison. 

In the Public Telecommunications 
Act of 1992, Congress stated its intent 
that citizens be provided access to pub
lic telecommunications services 
through multiple telecommunications 
services. In adding section 396(a)(9) to 
the Communications Act, the Congress 
stated that: 

It is in the public interest for the Federal 
Government to ensure that all citizens of the 
United States have access to public tele
communications services through all appro
priate available telecommunications dis
tribution technologies. 

The National Public Telecommuni
cations Infrastructure Act of 1994 seeks 
to accomplish this goal. 

Mr. President, nearly 100 edu
cational, public broadcasting, library, 
civil rights, labor, local government, 
and disability rights organizations and 
others have expressed their support for 
the principles outlined in this legisla
tion. This broad-based coalition be
lieves that the reservation of public ca
pacity on all appropriate telecommuni
cations networks is essential to the 
full participation of all Americans on 
the NII. 

It is important to note that many of 
the principles embodied in this bill will 
further the goals outlined in the Goals 
2000: Educate America Act that Presi
dent Clinton signed earlier this year; 
goals such as school readiness, mathe
matics and science achievement, teach
er education and professional develop
ment, and adult literacy. 

Vice President AL GORE endorsed the 
public right-of-way concept in a speech 
last year on telecommunications and 
the NII. Mr. GORE stated: 

We cannot relax restrictions from legisla
tion and judicial decisions without strong 
commitments and safeguards that there will 
be a "Public right-of-way" on the informa
tion highway. We must protect the interests 
of the public sector. 

Mr. President, the Federal Govern
ment must continue to honor the con
cept and principles outlined in this bill 
as new technologies evolve and as we 
build our Nation's information infra
structure. 

Existing telecommunications tech
nologies have already permitted devel
opment of diverse community based 
programming that has increased civic 
discourse and expanded access to infor
mational, educational and health relat
ed services. These start-up programs 
are flourishing, but their opportunities 
will be limited if increased access and 
funding is unavailable. 

Let me cite a few examples and tell 
you how the public right-of-way bill 
could benefit our society. Thanks to 
Congress' investment, public television 
owns six fully digital ku band tran
sponders on Telstar 401, the satellite 
launched in December by AT&T. This 
satellite, which incorporates the latest 
digital technology for video, voice, and 
data, in combination with V-Sat equip
ment, will be capable of delivering a 
broad range of interactive educational 
services to local public broadcast sta
tions for delivery to homes, schools, 
and universities. 

But public broadcasters face a seri
ous problem in distributing these serv
ices over the last mile to homes and 
schools. Stations are generally re
stricted to a single broadcast channel 
to distribute their services. With ac
cess the land-based distribution net
works that will make up the informa
tion superhighways, public stations 
would have the ability to distribute the 
wide range of educational services that 
will be available to Telstar 401 to peo
ple nationwide, when and how they 
need them. 

For example, mathline, a video, data, 
and voice communication system de
voted to improving the math achieve
ment of American students, and ready
to-learn-an early education childhood 
development service, aimed at helping 
parents and childcare providers raise 
children who are ready to learn, will be 
available on Telstar 401 for distribution 
by local public broadcast stations. Ac
cess to telecommunications networks 
would facilitate the delivery of these 
and other services to our Nation's 
schools, day care centers, and homes. 

PBS Online-A two-way interactive 
telecommunications network-is an
other service that will make use of the 
satellite. This interactive learning 
service will link students and teachers 
across the Nation and enable them to 
send and receive voice, data, and text 
messages. 

Today, South Carolina educational 
television delivers live interactive sem
inars on early childhood education to 
Head Start teaching teams serving 
rural, migrant, native Americans and 
Alaskan village populations in 26 
States. Access to telecommunications 
networks could expand the reach of 
this service throughout the country. 
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In Chicago, IL, the Chicago Chapter 

of the Black Nurses Association 
[CCBNA] uses live, interactive pro
gramming to send basic health care in
formation to Chicago's homes with 
cable television. The series gives 
Chicagoans access to information 
about hypertension, nutrition, cancer, 
and drug testing in the workplace. This 
health care intervention tool has 
helped the CCBNA address many com
munity health care problems and to ob
tain feedback and provide answers to 
many everyday questions. 

The Satellite Educational Resources 
Consortium [SERC], a partnership of 
State public television networks and 
departments of education, distributes 
interactive distance learning courses 
to 5,000 high school students in 28 
States. These courses bring math, 
science, and foreign language instruc
tion to rural and disadvantaged 
schools. Access to new interactive tele
communications networks would facili
tate the delivery of such distance 
learning courses nationwide. 

Another example is WTVS in Detroit, 
MI. WTVS has developed an 18-channel 
community telecommunications net
work [CTN]. The system includes the 
working channel [TWCJ, which carries 
basic skills and job related information 
from such agencies as the Michigan 
Employment Security Commission and 
the Veterans' Administration, as well 
as a wide variety of graduate and un
dergraduate level courses aimed at im
proving employees in the workplace. 
WTVS now must rely on the voluntary 
carriage of the working channel by 
cable systems. The public right-of-way 
legislation would provide WTVS with a 
reliable distribution mechanism for 
these services to homes, schools, and 
workplaces throughout the State. 

In Portland, OR, Portland's senior 
community video project produces 
Agewise, a series for local nonprofits, 
public and community service agen
cies. Currently, Agewise is a noninter
active series the efficacy of which 
would be significantly enhanced by the 
use of advanced technologies to permit 
senior citizens to ask questions and en
gage in important discussions about 
health care and other relevant issues. 

Access must be reserved for these in
stitutions so that they and their users 
will be able to take full advantage of 
the information infrastructure. Butac
cess alone will not bring the informa
tion superhighway to every public li
brary and classroom. Funding for non
commercial use of the national infor
mation infrastructure is vital. 

At a recent hearing on S. 1822, the 
Communications Act of 1994, before the 
Senate Commerce Committee, Sec
retary of Education Richard Riley ex
pressed support for public access legis
lation and funding for noncommercial 
use of the NII. Secretary Riley stated: 

The principle of "free" public education 
for all children is the bedrock of our democ-

racy. Not cheap, inexpensive, or available for 
a fee but in its essence "free". 

The public right-of-way bill does just 
that. It authorizes the commission to 
promulgate regulations to establish a 
public telecommunications infrastruc
ture fund [PTIFJ which will provide eli
gible entities with additional economic 
support to assist in providing non
commercial services for the public. It 
also sets forth guidelines with respect 
to contributions, allocations, and dis
tributions of the fund. 

Funds from the PTIF could help sup
port training for librarians, teachers, 
and school administrators so that li
brary users and students-many of 
whom· do not have computer access in 
their homes-will become active par
ticipants in the information age. 

Mr. President, this legislation will 
not solve all of the public access prob
lems on the NII, however, I believe it is 
a step in the right direction toward 
making sure that all Americans have 
meaningful access to the NII. I look 
forward to working with the Senate, 
the administration and the Federal 
Communications Commission on this 
important legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill appear in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2195 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "National 
Public Telecommunications Infrastructure 
Act of1994". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) The United States Government has con

sistently encouraged the development and 
dissemination of public telecommunications 
services in broadcast and nonbroadcast tech
nologies through, among other things, the 
Public Broadcasting Act of 1967, the Public 
Telecommunications Financing Act of 1978, 
and the Public Telecommunications Act of 
1992, wherein Congress found that "it is in 
the public interest for the Federal Govern
ment to ensure that all citizens of the Unit
ed States have access to public tele
communications services through all appro
priate available telecommunications dis
tribution technologies ... " 

(2) The Government has a compelling in
terest in ensuring that all citizens of the 
United States have access to noncommercial 
governmental, educational, informational, 
cultural, c1v1c, and charitable services 
through all appropriate telecommunications 
networks. 

(3) New telecommunications technologies 
will enhance the ability of schools, libraries, 
local governments, public broadcast institu
tions, and nonprofit organizations to deliver 
and receive noncommercial governmental, 
educational, informational, cultural, civic, 
and charitable services throughout the Unit
ed States. 

(4) It is in the public interest that these 
entities be granted access to capacity on 
telecommunications networks for the pur-

pose of disseminating and receiving non
commercial governmental, educational, in
formational, cultural, civic, and charitable 
services throughout the United States. 

(5) It is necessary and appropriate that 
these entities have access, without charge, 
to the capacity on telecommunications net
works to enable the public to have affordable 
access to the governmental, educational, in
formational, cultural, civic, and charitable 
services provided by such entities. 

(6) Telecommunications services, including 
cable television programming, basic tele
phone service, and telecommunications serv
ices not yet available, are likely to become 
an increasingly pervasive presence in the 
lives of all Americans. 

(7) Most Americans are currently served by 
telecommunications networks that lack suf
ficiently open architecture, sufficient capac
ity, and adequate nondiscriminatory access 
terms necessary to provide open access to a 
diversity of voice, video, and data commu
nications. 

(8) Private telecommunications carriers 
are likely to control access to telecommuni
cations networks that lack sufficiently open 
architecture, sufficient capacity, and ade
quate nondiscriminatory access terms. With
out narrowly tailored governmental inter
vention, the existence of these private "gate
keepers" is likely to restrict access to these 
networks. 

(9) Private telecommunications carriers re
spond to marketplace forces, and therefore 
are most likely to exclude those members of 
the public and institutions with the fewest 
financial resources, including but not lim
ited to small town and rural residents. low 
income people, minorities, individuals with 
disabilities, the elderly, and noncommercial 
organizations such as schools, libraries, pub
lic broadcasters, and nonprofit community 
and civic organizations. 

(10) To facilitate widespread public dis
course on a range of public concerns between 
and among all Americans, the Government 
has a compelling interest in providing broad 
access to telecommunications networks for a 
diversity of voices, viewpoints, and cultural 
perspectives, including access for members 
of the public whose voices are most likely to 
be excluded by private telecommunications 
carriers. 

(11) Assuring access to a diversity of 
voices, viewpoints, and cultural perspectives 
over telecommunications networks benefits 
all members of the public who use tele
communications networks to disseminate or 
receive information. 

(12) Government support and encourage
ment of a diversity of voices, viewpoints, and 
cultural perspectives over telecommuni
cations networks furthers a compelling gov
ernmental interest in improving democratic 
self-governance, and improving and facilitat
ing local government services and commu
nications between citizens and elected and 
unelected public officials. 

(13) Telecommunications networks make 
substantial use of public rights-of-way in 
real property and in spectrum frequencies. 

(1~) Because of the Government's compel
ling interest in ensuring broad and diverse 
access to telecommunications networks for 
the purposes of disseminating and receiving 
noncommercial educational and informa
tional services, and in exchange for the use 
of public rights-of-way accorded tele
communications networks, it is appropriate 
for Congress (through the assertion of con
current Federal jurisdiction over rights-of
way held or controlled by State or local gov
ernments) to require that owners and opera
tors of telecommunications networks reserve 
capacity on such networks for public use. 



June 15, 1994 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 12993 
(15) The least restrictive means to ensure 

that those members of the public whose 
voices are most likely to be excluded from 
telecommunications networks can access 
those networks is to require those networks 
to reserve a portion of their capacity for 
that access. 

(16) It is in the public interest that re
served network capacity for public use be ac
companied by funding to facilitate use of 
such capacity to provide noncommercial 
governmental, educational, informational, 
cultural, civic, and charitable services for 
the public. 
SEC. 3. PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY. 

Title VII of the Communications Act of 
1934 (47 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) is amended by add
ing at the end the following new section: 
"SEC. 714. PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY. 

"(a) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 
"(1) The term 'telecommunications net

work' means any group of facilities that has 
been granted the right to occupy any public 
right-of-way to transmit or carry tele
communications for the public, and provides 
the consumer or end user the opportunity to 
choose from a range of telecommunications 
that are available contemporaneously to the 
public. A terrestrial radio or television 
broadcast station licensed pursuant to Title 
III shall not be considered a telecommuni
cations network by reason of its use of its as
signed spectrum. 

"(2) The term 'public right-of-way' means 
any right-of-way, including use of the elec
tromagnetic spectrum, that is held or other
wise con,trolled by Federal, State, or local 
governments on behalf of the public, and is 
used in the transmission or carriage of tele
communications. 

"(3) The term 'telecommunications' means 
communications of any form transmitted or 
carried by any means, including analog or 
digital electromagnetic signals. 

"(b) REQUIREMENT FOR RESERVED CAPAC
ITY.-Within 365 days after the date of enact
ment of this section, the Commission shall 
promulgate regulations to require owners 
and operators of telecommunications net
works to reserve, for public uses, capacity on 
such networks for use free-of-charge by eligi
ble entities. The reserved capacity shall be 
considered public property subject to dis
position pursuant to regulations promul
gated by the Commission, and the owner or 
operator of any affected telecommunications 
network shall have no control over, and no 
liability for, the communications content of 
such capacity. 

"(c) RESERVATION OF CAPACITY.-
"(!) AMOUNT OF CAPACITY TO BE RE

SERVED.-The Commission shall presume 
that a reservation under this section of 20 
percent of the capacity of a telecommuni
cations network is appropriate, but may re
quire a reservation of a lower amount or an 
amount to be phased-in not exceeding 20 per
cent, upon consideration of the type of tech
nology used by the network, barriers to 
accessing the network, and such other fac
tors as the Commission considers appro
priate. Telecommunications networks shall 
not be required to reserve public capacity in 
excess of that required under this paragraph. 

"(2) TEMPORARY REDUCTIONS.-If the Com
mission determines that any portion of the 
amount of public capacity that a tele
communications network is required to re
serve under this section will go unused, the 
Commission may temporarily reduce the re
served amount by such unused portion. Dur
ing the period when the reserved public ca
pacity of a telecommunications network is 
temporarily reduced, an eligible entity de-

scribed in subsection (d) may request use of 
any of the portion by which such reserved 
capacity was reduced and the Commission 
shall, within 30 days after the request, pro
vide sufficient capacity to meet the request. 

"(3) QUALITY.-The quality of tele
communications capacity reserved for public 
uses under this section shall be equivalent to 
the best quality of available capacity of the 
affected telecommunications network in all 
respects, including accessibility, channel po
sitioning, interconnection access rights, net
work capabilities, and such other factors as 
the Commission considers appropriate. 

"(4) REDUCTION OR ELIMINATION OF OBLIGA
TIONS.-The Commission may reduce or 
eliminate obligations upon a telecommuni
cations network imposed under this sub
section, if the Commission determines on the 
record after notice and opportunity for com
ment, that, throughout its entire service 
area, such network has clearly sufficient 
open architecture, capacity, and nondiscrim
inatory access terms to ensure that eco
nomic and technological barriers to access 
by eligible entities described in subsection 
(d) are eliminated. 

"(5) EFFECT ON FRANCfilSE FEE COLLEC
TION.-Nothing in this section is intended to 
affect the power of any franchising authority 
to collect a franchise fee authorized under 
section 622. 

"(d) ALLOCATION OF CAPACITY.-
"(!) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.-The following en

tities are the entities eligible for access to 
the public capacity reserved under this sec
tion: 

"(A) State, local, and tribal governments 
and their agencies; 

"(B) accredited educational institutions 
open to enrollment by the public; 

"(C) public telecommunications entities; 
"(D) public and nonprofit libraries; and 
"(E) nonprofit organizations described 

under section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 that are formed for the pur
pose of providing nondiscriminatory public 
access to noncommercial educational, infor
mational, cultural, civic, or charitable serv
ices. 

"(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF ACCESS.
Such eligible entities shall have access to 
such public capacity at no charge (for instal
lation or service) if using such capacity only 
for the provision of educational, informa
tional, cultural, civic, or charitable services 
directly to the public without charge for 
such services. Telecommunications capacity 
allocated pursuant to this section shall not 
be sold, resold, or otherwise transferred in 
consideration for money or any other thing 
of value. 

"(3) ALLOCATION.-The Commission shall 
determine appropriate mechanisms and 
guidelines for allocating such public capac
ity. In so doing, the Commission shall estab
lish block allocations to State, local, or trib
al governments for redistribution among eli
gible entities pursuant to telecommuni
cations plans submitted by State, local, or 
tribal governments, and ensure that the in
tent of Congress, as expressed in section 
396(a), is served. 

"(4) TRANSITION.-The Commission, as tele
communications network capacity expands, 
shall provide for a transition within a rea
sonable period of time from requirements 
under sections 335, 611, and 615 to require
ments under this section. 

"(e) PUBLIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS INFRA
STRUCTURE FUND.-

"(!) ESTABLISHMENT.-Within 365 days after 
the date of enactment of this section, the 
Commission shall promulgate regulations to 

establish a Public Telecommunications In
frastructure Fund to provide eligible entities 
described in subsection (d) with economic 
support to use the capacity reserved on tele
communications networks under this section 
to provide noncommercial governmental, 
educational, informational, cultural, civil, 
and charitable services for the public. Such 
regulations shall provide a mechanism for fi
nancing the Public Telecommunications In
frastructure Fund by means of-

"(A) contributions, on a competitively 
neutral basis, by owners and operators of 
telecommunications networks (including 
those regulated under titles II, III and VI, 
except that nothing in this subsection may 
be construed as affecting the power of any 
franchising authority to collect a franchise 
fee authorized under section 622); 

"(B) contributions from a designated por
tion of any universal service fund, as may be 
established under this Act; 

"(C) contributions from such other sources 
as the Commission may determine to be suf
ficient and appropriate for such purposes; or 

"(D) any combination of the contributions 
described in subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C). 

"(2) CONTENT OF REGULATIONS.-The regula
tions promulgated under this subsection 
shall-

"(A) provide that contributions to the Pub
lic Telecommunications Infrastructure Fund 
shall begin no later than 365 days after pro
mulgation of the regulations; 

"(B) determine appropriate mechanisms 
and guidelines for allocating the funds col
lected pursuant to this subsection to such 
State, local, or tribal governments as the 
Commission considers appropriate; 

"(C) establish guidelines for the distribu
tion of such funds by State, local, or tribal 
governments to provide eligible entities de
scribed in subsection (d) with sufficient eco
nomic support to use the network capacity 
reserved under this section to provide non
commercial governmental, educational, in
formational, cultural, civic, and charitable 
services for the public; and 

"(D) require that each State, local, or trib
al government authorized to distribute funds 
pursuant to subparagraph (c) establish a pub
lic advisory commission that:r-

"(i) shall be composed of members rep
resenting the interests of eligible entities de
scribed in subsection (d); and 

"(ii) shall ensure that the funds are dis
tributed to a broad cross section of eligible 
entities in accordance with the guidelines es
tablished pursuant to subparagraph (C)." .• 

By Mr. WELLSTONE (for himself 
and Mr. BURNS): 

S. 2196. A bill to assure fairness and 
choice to patients and providers under 
managed care heal th benefit plans, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources. 

THE PATIENT PROTECTION ACT 
• Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to introduce the Patient 
Protection Act today, with my col
league Senator BURNS as an original 
co-sponsor. As Congress considers 
health care reform, I believe we must 
focus very seriously on the importance 
of assuring the highest quality of care 
for patients. This act sets out land
mark protections for patients and 
health care givers that should be incor
porated in any health care reform pro
posal. 

Any health care reform bill that is 
passed must have strong protections 
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for consumers from the dangers of mo
nopoly medicine. There is tremendous 
consolidation of economic power by the 
insurance industry, even as we consider 
reforming our system. The largest 
managed care companies are integrat
ing vertically and horizontally, and are 
dominating an ever larger piece of the 
health care market. This morning's 
news let us know that two of the larg
est companies, Metropolitan Life and 
Travelers, are planning to merge their 
operations, bringing the "big five" of 
the Alliance for Managed Competition 
down to the "big four." 

I hear over and over again from the 
people around the country about what 
this means to their own health care. 
People, consumers and caregivers 
alike, are unhappy, frustrated, and 
frightened as a result of the merger of 
giant insurance plans that have left 
the health care market in the hands of 
an oligopoly. 

What has come across very strongly, 
and has surprised me the most, is the 
growing voice of the doctors in sound
ing the alarm on the abuses of the 
emerging system. I have worked close
ly with the American Medical Associa
tion on developing this bill, as well as 
with consumer groups, and when it 
comes to protecting consumers and 
protecting the role of physicians and 
other health caregivers in making clin
ical decisions, the American Medical 
Association and I have much in com
mon. 

The AMA represents the physicians 
on the inside who are looking out, who 
have experience with managed care. 
And we're coming to the same conclu
sions. Some of what is happening is 
simply not in the best interests of 
maintaining ·choice and providing sen
sitive, high quality health care. 

I have already proposed many of the 
elements of the Patient Protection Act 
as amendments to the Health Security 
Act that we reported out of the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources, and they are already part of 
the bill. These include the right for 
caregivers who are being dropped by a 
health plan to receive timely notice 
that includes the reasons for dismissal, 
and the right to appeal that decision. 
This provides time for patients to ar
range for continuity of care, and gives 
everyone involved a chance to shed 
light on plans that drop caregivers who 
are providing necessary but expensive 
health care. This provision was ap
proved in the Labor Committee mark
up of the Heal th Security Act by a vote 
of 12 to 4. 

The Labor Committee bill also now 
includes the right for patients and pro
viders to timely information about the 
standards that utilization management 
companies use to make decisions about 
medical care, and the right to appeal 
those decisions. It would also prohibit 
any financial arrangement that would 
cause a utilization management orga-

nization or physician incentive plan to 
deny medically necessary or appro
priate care. 

There are many good heal th plans 
that already live up to these standards, 
I am encouraged by the activities of 
the industry to assure that they are 
improving the care of their patients 
and improving the practice of medi
cine, as they strive for financial effi
ciency. I invite and expect the support 
of those plans for this bill. 

Some who would agree on patients' 
rights draw the line at extending those 
rights to the people who provide health 
care. And here I say that demoralized 
caregivers are not good for patient 
care. If health plans can drop 
caregivers from their lists at will, with 
no explanation and no recourse, noth
ing stands in the way of some of the 
most predatory practices we see today. 
Doctors are dropped because they 
spend too much of he health plan's 
money, even if their patients are older 
or sicker or legitimately need more 
heal th care services. They are pitted 
against their patients every time they 
make a decision about whether or not 
to make a referral to a specialist. In 
areas where a few health plans domi
nate the market, every time a provider 
is dropped thousands of families lose 
the continuity of care they had with 
doctors they may have seen for years. 

The drive for a healthy bottom line, 
instead of a healthy population, main
tains our inequitable, multi-tier sys
tem. Doctors have told me that they 
have been instructed to give 20 minute 
appointments to patients who pay 
higher premiums, and only 10 minute 
appointments to those who pay less. 
They are being told to give cheaper, 
less accurate and less time-consuming 
tests for tuberculosis to patients on 
the lower price plans than they would 
give to patients paying a higher rate. 

The Labor Committee recently heard 
tragic stories from patients and 
caregivers about the results of these 
untamed practices. We heard about two 
cases of women with breast cancer 
whose care was repeatedly delayed 
until any treatment was too late. The 
list could go on and on. 

The standards proposed in this act 
will control the most egregious prac
tices of today. But I think they go far
ther. This bill is a starting point for 
patients, providers, and others who are 
part of the health care industry to 
work together in the best interests of 
high quality patient care. Certainly, 
we must find a way to control health 
care costs. Certainly, there will be 
changes in the practice of medicine. It 
is up to those of us in Congress to pro
vide leadership for accomplishing those 
goals in the interests of people, who de
pend on the health care system every 
day for vitally necessary care. 

The time for heal th care reform is 
now, but it must be health care reform 
that includes high quality care as well 

as effective cost control. Individual 
choice and patients' rights are among 
the cornerstones of the single payer 
bill I introduced in the Senate, the 
American Heal th Security Act of 1993 
(S. 491). 

The bill I am introducing today es
tablishes the following important 
standards, particularly for managed 
care plans and for utilization manage
ment organizations: 

First, there must be a process, estab
lished at the Federal level, for certify
ing managed care plans and utilization 
review programs. That process must in
clude periodic review, a chance to rem
edy deficiencies, and the ability to dis
continue the plans if they remain inad
equate. The bill recognizes the con
structive role that private accrediting 
bodies can play in consulting with the 
Government on these issues. 

Second, consumers have a right to 
easily understood information about 
managed care plans so that they can 
make informed decisions, including not 
only the coverage and benefits, but 
also utilization review requirements 
and financial arrangements with u tili
za tion review organizations, loss ra
tios, and patient satisfaction statistics. 

Third, plans must have sufficient ac
cess to physicians and other providers 
to provide timely care. 

Fourth, plans cannot discriminate 
against patients who are likely to need 
expensive medical services due to their 
health condition by excluding their 
caregivers. There must be standards for 
hiring and firing physicians, and the 
right for timely notice and appeals 
when contracts for physicians already 
accepted by a plan are adversely modi
fied. 

Fifth, certified utilization review or
ganizations must have up to date and 
medically justified for making deci
sions about whether or not clinical 
services should be provided, and pa
tients and providers have a right to 
know what those standards are. The 
standards should be set and enforced by 
qualified heal th professionals, and 
there must be an appeal process when 
people are denied care. 

Sixth, patients cannot be denied care 
unreasonably because of utilization re
view practices. Decisions about care 
must be made within 24 hours, and can
not be required for emergency care. If 
review personnel are unavailable, care 
provided will be considered to be ap
proved and covered. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2196 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT Tfl1..E. 

This Act may be cited as the "Patient Pro
tection Act of 1994". 
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TITLE I-PROTECTION OF CONSUMER 

CHOICE 
SEC. 2. PROTECTION OF CONSUMER CHOICE. 

Nothing in this Act shall be construed as 
prohibiting-

(1) an individual from purchasing any 
health care services with the individual's 
own funds, whether such services are covered 
within any benefits package otherwise avail
able to the individual; and 

(2) employers from providing coverage for 
benefits in addition to any benefits package 
otherwise available to an individual. 
TITLE Il-CERTIFICATION OF MANAGED 

CARE PLANS AND UTil..IZATION REVIEW 
PROGRAMS 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 
For purposes of this title: 
(1) QUALIFIED MANAGED CARE PLAN.-The 

term "qualified managed care plan" means a 
managed care plan that the Secretary cer
tifies, upon application by the program, as 
meeting the requirements of section 4(b). 

(2) QUALIFIED UTILIZATION REVIEW PRO
GRAM.-The term "qualified utilization re
view program" means a utilization review 
program that the Secretary certifies, upon 
application by the program, as meeting the 
requirements of section 4(c). 

(3) UTILIZATION REVIEW PROGRAM.-The 
term "utilization review program" means a 
system of reviewing the medical necessity, 
appropriateness, or quality of health care 
·services and supplies provided under a health 
insurance plan or a managed care plan using 
specified guidelines. Such a system may in
clude preadmission certification, the appli
cation of practice guidelines, continued stay 
review, discharge planning, preauthorization 
of m~dical procedures, and retrospective re
view. 

(4) MANAGED CARE PLAN.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-The term "managed care 

plan" means a plan operated by a managed 
care entity (as defined in subparagraph (B)), 
that provides for the financing and delivery 
of health care services to persons enrolled in 
such plan through-

(i) arrangements with selected providers to 
furnish heal th care services; 

(ii) explicit standards for the selection of 
participating providers; 

(iii) organizational arrangements for ongo
ing quality assurance, utilization review pro
grams, and dispute resolution; and 

(iv) financial incentives for persons en
rolled in the plan to use the participating 
providers and procedures provided for by the 
plan. 

(B) MANAGED CARE ENTITY.-The term 
"managed care entity" includes a licensed 
insurance company, hospital or medical 
service plan, health maintenance organiza
tion, an employer or employee organization, 
or a managed care contractor (as defined in 
subparagraph (C)). that operates a managed 
care plan. 

(C) MANAGED CARE CONTRACTOR.-The term 
"managed care contractor" means a person 
that-

(i) establishes, operates, or maintains a 
network of participating providers; 

(ii) conducts or arranges for utilization re
view activities; and 

(iii) contracts with an insurance company, 
a hospital or medical service plan, an em
ployer, an employee organization, or any 
other entity providing coverage for health 
care services to operate a managed care 
plan. 

(6) PARTICIPATING PROVIDER.-The term 
"participating provider" means a physician, 
hospital, pharmacy, laboratory, or other ap-

propriately authorized provider of health 
care services or supplies, that has entered 
into an agreement with a managed care en
tity to provide such services or supplies to a 
patient enrolled in a managed care plan. 

(7) SECRETARY.-The term "Secretary" 
means the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 
SEC. 4. CERTIFICATION OF MANAGED CARE 

PLANS AND UTILIZATION REVIEW 
PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-
(1) CERTIFICATION.-The Secretary shall es

tablish a process for certification of man
aged care plans meeting the requirements of 
subsection (b) and utilization review pro
grams meeting the requirements of sub
section (c). 

(2) REVIEW AND RECERTIFICATION.-The Sec
retary shall establish procedures for the 
periodic review and recertification of quali
fied managed care plans and qualified utili
zation review programs. Such procedures 
shall include steps by which a health plan 
may remedy any deficiencies cited. 

(3) TERMINATION OF CERTIFICATION.-If the 
Secretary determines that a qualified man
aged care plan or qualified utilization review 
program no longer substantially meets the 
applicable requirements for certification, the 
Secretary shall establish procedures for ter
minating the certification of the plan or pro
gram for reasons including the failure of 
remedies for deficiencies referred to in para
graph (2). Prior to the date a termination be
comes effective, the Secretary shall provide 
the plan notice and opportunity for a hear
ing on the proposed termination. 

(4) CERTIFICATION THROUGH ALTERNATIVE 
REQUIREMENTS.-

(A) CERTAIN ORGANIZATIONS RECOGNIZED.
An eligible organization (as defined in sec
tion 1876(b) of the Social Security Act), shall 
be deemed to meet the requirements of sub
section (b) for certification as a qualified 
managed care plan. 

(B) RECOGNITION OF ACCREDITATION.-If the 
Secretary finds that a State licensure pro
gram or a national accreditation body estab
lishes requirements for accreditation of a 
managed care plan or utilization review pro
gram that are at least equivalent to require
ments established under this section, the 
Secretary may, to the extent appropriate, 
treat a managed care plan or a utilization re
view program accredited by such program or 
body as meeting the applicable requirements 
of this section. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR CERTIFICATION OF 
MANAGED CARE PLANS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall estab
lish Federal standards for the certification of 
managed care plans, including standards 
which require managed care plans to meet 
the requirements described in paragraphs (2) 
through (6). 

(2) INFORMATION ON TERMS OF PLAN.- Man
aged care plans shall provide prospective en
rollees information on the terms and condi
tions of the plan so that the enrollees can 
make informed decisions about accepting a 
certain system of health care delivery. Eas
ily understood, truthful, linguistically ap
propriate and objective terms must be used 
in all oral and written descriptions of a plan. 
Such descriptions shall be consistent with 
standards developed for supplemental insur
ance coverage under title XVIII of the Social 
Security Act. Descriptions of plans under 
this paragraph must be standardized so that 
customers can compare the attributes of the 
plans. Specific items that must be included 
in a description of a plan are-

(A) coverage provisions, benefits, and any 
exclusions by category of service, provider, 

or physician, and if applicable, any exclu
sions by specific service; 

(B) any and all prior authorization or other 
review requirements including preauthoriza
tion review, concurrent review, post-service 
review, post-payment review and any proce
dures that may lead the patient to be denied 
coverage for. or not be provided, a particular 
service; 

(C) financial arrangements or contractual 
provisions with hospitals, utilization review 
organizations, physicians, or any other pro
vider of health care services that would limit 
the services offered, restrict referral or 
treatment options, or negatively affect a 
physician's fiduciary responsibility to pa
tients, including financial incentives not to 
provide medical or other services; 

(D) an explanation of how plan limitations 
impact enrollees, including information on 
enrollee financial responsibility for payment 
for coinsurance or other noncovered or out
of-plan services; 

(E) the plan's loss ratios and an expla
nation that they reflect the percentage of 
premiums expended for health services; and 

(F) enrollee satisfaction statistics, includ
ing reenrollment statistics and a description 
of enrollees' reasons for leaving the plan. 

(3) ADEQUATE ACCESS TO PHYSICIANS.-Man
aged care plans shall be required to dem
onstrate that they have adequate access to 
physicians and other providers so that all 
covered health care services will be provided 
in a timely manner. This requirement may 
not be waived and must be met in all areas 
where the plan has enrollees, including rural 
areas. 

(4) FINANCIAL RESERVES.-Managed care 
plans shall be required to meet financial re
serve requirements that are established to 
assure proper payment for health care serv
ices provided under the plan. The Secretary 
shall establish a mechanism to provide ade
quately for indemnification of plan failures 
even when a plan has met the reserve re
quirements. 

(5) PROVIDER INPUT.- Managed care plans 
shall be required to establish a mechanism 
under which physicians and other providers 
participating in a plan have defined rights to 
provide input into the plan's medical policy 
(including coverage of new technology and 
procedures). utilization review criteria and 
procedures, quality and credentialing cri
teria, and medical management procedures. 

(6) CREDENTIALS FOR PHYSICIANS.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-Managed care plans shall 

be required to credential physicians furnish
ing health care services under the plan. Any 
physicians within a plan's geographic service 
area may apply for credentials under the 
plan and at least once each year, the plan 
shall notify such physicians of the oppor
tunity to apply for credentials. 

(B) CREDENTIALING PROCESS.-
(i) IN GENERAL.-Each managed care plan 

shall establish a credentialing process. Such 
process shall begin upon application by a 
physician to be included under the plan. 
Each application by a physician shall be re
viewed by a credentialing committee with 
appropriate representation of the applicant's 
medical specialty. 

(ii) STANDARDS.-Credentialing under a 
plan shall be based on objective standards of 
quality with input from physicians 
credentialed by the plan. Credentialing 
standards shall be available to applicants 
and enrollees. 

(iii) ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS.-If eco
nomic considerations, including practition
ers' patterns of expenditure per patient, are 
part of a credentialing decision, objective 
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criteria must used in examining such consid
erations and such criteria must be available 
to applicants, participating physicians, and 
enrollees. Any economic profiling of physi
cians must be adjusted to recognize case 
mix, severity of illness, age of patients and 
other features of a physician's practice that 
may account for higher or lower than ex
pected costs. Economic profiles must be 
made available to the physicians profiled. 

(iv) GRADUATE MEDICAL EDUCATION.-If 
graduate medical education is a consider
ation in credentialing, equal recognition will 
be given to training programs accredited by 
the Accrediting Council on Graduate Medical 
Education and by the American Osteopathic 
Association. 

(v) RECORDING DECISIONS.-A record shall 
be maintained of all decisions made under 
the credentialing process and each applicant 
shall be provided with reasons for an applica
tion being denied or a contract not being re
newed. 

(vi) DUE PROCESS.-Prior to initiation of a 
proceeding leading to termination of a con
tract, the physician shall be provided notice, 
an opportunity for discussion, and an oppor
tunity to enter into and complete a correc
tive action plan, except in cases where there 
is imminent harm to patient health or an ac
tion by a State medical board or other gov
ernment agency that effectively impairs the 
physician's ability to practice medicine. 

(vii) REDUCING OR WITHDRAWING CREDEN
TIALS.-The same standards and procedures 
used for an application for credentials shall 
also be used in those cases where the plan 
seeks to reduce or withdraw such creden
tials. 

(viii) APPEALS.-There shall be allowed a 
due process appeal from all adverse decisions 
affecting practitioners with whom a plan has 
contracted. The due process appeal mecha
nisms shall be as set forth in the Health Care 
Quality Improvement Act of 1986 (42 U.S.C. 
11101-11152). 

(C) DISCRIMINATION AGAINST ENROLLEES.
Managed care plans shall be prohibited from 
discriminating against enrollees based on 
health status or anticipated need for medical 
services likely to lead to high expenses by 
excluding practitioners with practices con
taining a substantial number of such pa
tients. 

(6) CONFIDENTIALITY OF RECORDS.-Managed 
care plans shall be required to establish pro
cedures to ensure that all applicable Federal 
and State laws designed to protect the con
fidentiality of provider and individual medi
cal records are followed. 

(C) REQUIREMENTS FOR CERTIFICATION OF 
UTILIZATION REVIEW PROGRAMS.-

(!) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall estab
lish Federal standards for the certification of 
utilization review programs, including 
standards which require such programs to 
meet the requirements described in para
graph (2). 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.-Plans must have a 
medical director responsible for all clinical 
decisions by the plan and provide assurances 
that the medical review or utilization prac
tices used by the plans, and the medical re
view or utilization practices of payers or re
viewers with whom the plans contract, com
ply with the following requirements: 

(A) Screening criteria used in the review 
process, the methods by which they are ap
plied, and their method of development, 
must be released to physicians and the pub
lic upon request. 

(B) Such criteria and methods must be 
based on sound scientific principles and de
veloped in cooperation with practicing phy-

sicians and other affected health care provid
ers. 

(C) Any person who recommends denial of 
coverage or payment, or determines that a 
service should not be provided, based on 
medical necessity standards, must be of the 
same medical branch (allopathic or osteo
pathic medicine) and specialty (specialties as 
recognized by the American Board of Medi
cal Specialties or the American Osteopathic 
Association) as the practitioner who pro
vided the service. 

(D) Each claimant or provider (upon as
signment of a claim) who has had a claim de
nied as not medically necessary must be pro
vided an opportunity for a due process appeal 
to a medical consultant or peer review group 
that is independent of the entity that per
formed the initial review. 

(E) Any individual making a final, nega
tive judgment or recommendation about the 
necessity or appropriateness of services or 
the site of service must be a comparably 
qualified health care professional licensed to 
practice in the jurisdiction from which the 
claim arose. 

(F) Upon request, physicians and other pro
fessionals will be provided the names and 
credentials of all individuals conducting 
medical necessity or appropriateness review, 
subject to reasonable safeguards and stand
ards. 

(G) Prior authorization shall not be re
quired for emergency care, and patient or 
physician requests for prior authorization of 
a nonemergency service must be answered 
within 24 hours and qualified personnel must 
be available for same-day telephone re
sponses to inquiries about medical necessity, 
including certification of continued length of 
stay. If review personnel are not available, 
medical services provided shall be considered 
approved. 

(H) Plans must ensure that enrollees, in 
plans where prior authorization is a condi
tion for coverage of a service, are offered the 
opportunity to sign medical information re
lease consent forms upon enrollment for use 
where services requiring prior authorization 
are recommended or proposed by their physi
cian. 

(I) When prior approval for a service or 
other covered item is obtained, the service 
shall be considered to be covered unless 
there was fraud or incorrect information pro
vided at the time such prior approval was ob
tained. 

(J) Plans must establish procedures for en
suring that all applicable Federal and State 
laws designed to protect the confidentiality 
of provider and individual medical records 
are followed. 

(d) CONSIDERATIONS IN DEVELOPING STAND
ARDS.-In developing standards under sub
sections (b) and (c), the Secretary shall-

(1) review standards in use by national pri
vate accreditation organizations and State 
licensure programs; 

(2) recognize, to the extent appropriate, 
differences in the organizational structure 
and operation of managed care plans; and 

(3) establish procedures for the timely con
sideration of applications for certification by 
managed care plans and utilization review 
programs. 

(d) TIMETABLE FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF 
STANDARDS.-

(!) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 12 months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
standards shall first be established under 
this section. 

(2) REVISION OF STANDARDS.-The Secretary 
shall periodically review the standards es
tablished under this section, and may revise 

the standards from time to time to assure 
that such standards continue to reflect ap
propriate policies and practices for the cost
effective and medically appropriate use of 
services within managed care plans and uti
lization review programs. 

TITLE III-CHOICE OF HEALTH PLANS 
FOR ENROLLMENT 

SEC. 5. CHOICE OF HEALTH PLANS FOR ENROLL
MENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Each sponsor, including a 
self-insured sponsor, of a health benefit plan, 
who offers. provides, or makes available such 
plan must provide to each eligible enrollee a 
choice of health plans among available 
plans. 

(b) OFFERING OF PLANS.-Each sponsor re
ferred to in subsection (a) shall include 
among its health plan offerings at least one 
of each of the following types of heal th bene
fit plans, where available: 

(1) A managed care plan, including a health 
maintenance organization or preferred pro
vider organization. 

(2) A traditional insurance plan (as defined 
in subsection (c)(l)). 

(3) A benefit payment schedule plan (as de
fined in subsection (c)(2)), pursuant to the 
following activities of the Secretary: 

(A) Not later than 12 months after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall-

(i) conduct a study on the projected impact 
of benefit payment schedule plans on enroll
ees and on the Nation's health care costs; 
and 

(ii) submit a report to Congress on the re
sults of such study. 

(B) The Secretary shall promulgate regula
tions to-

(i) assure that benefit payment schedule 
plans, if approved, are affordable for all en
rollees and contribute to health care cost 
containment; and 

(ii) remedy any other significant defi
ciencies identified by the study described in 
subparagraph (A). 

(c) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion: 

(1) TRADITIONAL INSURANCE PLAN.-The 
term "traditional insurance plan" includes 
plans that offer a health benefits package 
and that pay for medical services on a fee
for-service basis using a usual, customary, or 
reasonable payment methodology or a re
source based relative value schedule, usually 
linked to an annual deductible and/or coin
surance payment on each allowed amount. 

(2) BENEFIT PAYMENT SCHEDULE PLAN.-The 
term "benefit payment schedule plan" 
means a heal th plan that-

(A) provides coverage for all items and 
services included in a health benefits pack
age that are furnished by any health care 
provider licensed under State law of the en
rollee's choice; 

(B) makes payment for the services of a 
provider on a fee-for-service basis without 
regard to whether or not there is a contrac
tual arrangement between the plan and the 
provider; 

(0) provides a benefit payment schedule 
that identifies covered services and the pay
ment for each service covered by the plan; 
and 

(D) applies no copayments or coinsurance. 
SEC. 6. CHOICE REQUIREMENTS FOR POINT-OF

SERVICE PLANS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Each sponsor, including a 

self-insured sponsor, of a health benefit plan 
that restricts access to providers, shall offer 
to all eligible enrollees the opportunity to 
obtain coverage for out-of-network items or 
services through a point-of-service plan (as 
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defined under subsection (e)(l)), at the time 
of enrollment and at least for a continuous 
one-month period annually thereafter. 

(b) COINSURANCE.-A point-of-service plan 
may require payment of coinsurance for an 
out-of-network item or service, as follows: 

(1) The applicable coinsurance percentage 
shall not be greater than 20 percent of pay
ment for items and services. 

(2) The applicable coinsurance percentage 
may be applied differentially with respect to 
out-of-network items and services, subject to 
the requirements of paragraph (1). 

(c) PAYMENT DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENT.
All sponsors of point-of-service plans and 
physicians and other professionals partici
pating in such plans shall be required to dis
close their fees, applicable payment sched
ules, coinsurance requirements, or any other 
financial requirements that affect patient 
payment levels. 

(d) POVERTY EXCLUSION.-Any enrollee, in
cluding enrolled dependents, whose income 
does not exceed 200 percent of the established 
Federal poverty guideline for the applicable 
year, shall be charged no more than the 
amount allowed under applicable plan limits. 
Such amount shall be considered payment in 
full . 

(e) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion: 

(1) POINT-OF-SERVICE PLAN .-The term 
"point-of-service plan" means a plan that of
fers services to enrollees through a provider 
network (as defined in paragraph (2)) and 
also offers additional services and/or access 
to care by network or non-network provid
ers. 

(2) PROVIDER NETWORK.-The term " pro
vider network" means, with respect to a 
health plan that restricts access, those pro
viders who have entered into a contract or 
agreement with the plan under which such 
providers are obligated to provide items and 
services under the plan to eligible individ
uals enrolled in the plan, or have an agree
ment to provide services on a fee-for-service 
basis.• 
• Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I join my 
colleague from Minnesota, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, in introducing the Patient 
Protection Act. It is not a comprehen
sive health reform proposal, nor is it 
an attempt at incremental change. It is 
language that should be included in 
whatever health care reform bill is 
considered before this body. 

I am hearing many things from the 
folks at home, and my mail from peo
ple all across the country is no dif
ferent. They all say, "I want to be able 
to choose my doctor and my health in
surance." This legislation makes that 
possible. 

By requiring health plans to list 
what services are covered in their plan, 
what services are excluded, and results 
of a survey on patient satisfaction, pa
tients are able to be informed consum
ers. They can make wise decisions, 
based on what is most important to 
them. 

By giving patients the option of 
three plans-an HMO/PPO-type plan; a 
traditional insurance plan; or a benefit 
payment schedule-patients are able to 
decide what works best for them and 
their family. If they don't care what 
physician they see or don'.t have any 
particular ties already, they may 

choose an HMO. And if for some reason 
they are enrolled in an HMO-type plan, 
perhaps because that's the only one of
fered by their employer, but they want 
to see a physician not in that network, 
they will have the option of a point-of
service plan, an opportunity to pay 
extra to see a doctor who is not in 
their plan. 

And yes, it does have some provisions 
that are seen as good for the doctors. 
But as I see it, patients are not in this 
alone. The patient-provider relation
ship is a special one. So, by giving phy
sicians a voice in medical policy
making and developing criteria to en
sure quality patient care, the patient 
wins. 

This legislation guarantees that pa
tients and their physicians are making 
the decisions about the patients' medi
cal care. That's the way it should be. I 
certainly wouldn't want a clerk on the 
phone to tell my physician that I am 
not allowed to have some procedure 
done. If my physician and I agree, even 
if my insurance didn't cover it, I 
should have the information at my fin
gertips about that and should have op
tions in case we decided to proceed. 

That's what this country is all about. 
Options and opportunities and freedom. 
There is no reason patients shouldn't 
be given all the information they need 
to make wise decisions. And there is no 
reason patients shouldn't have the 
freedom to choose, freedom to choose 
their physician, the services they want, 
and the health insurance plan to which 
they want to subscribe. As long as this 
is a democracy, those should remain 
every individual's rights. 

I look forward, Mr. President, to see
ing this language become part of any 
health care reform bill that we con
sider here in the Senate. My colleague, 
Senator WELLSTONE, and I may dis
agree on many components of health 
care reform, but on this point we can 
stand together. Above all, the patient's 
rights and maintaining the quality of 
care must come first. To do so, we 
must enact this legislation to protect 
the patient and secure the patient-phy
sician relationship.• 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 
S. 2197. A bill to amend the Immigra

tion and Nationality Act to control il
legal immigration to the United 
States, reduce incentives for illegal im
migration, reform asylum procedures, 
strengthen criminal penalties for the 
smuggling of aliens, and reform other 
procedures; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION CONTROL AND 
ENFORCEMENT ACT OF 1994 

• Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, just 
over a year ago, I spoke about my fears 
that if the Federal Government did not 
act aggressively to stop illegal immi
gration, there could be a backlash 
against all immigrants. 

In October 1993, I introduced the "Im
migration Law Enforcement Act of 

1993" to increase the number of border 
patrol agents, improve the asylum 
process and increase penal ties for those 
who illegally smuggle immigrants into 
this country. 

Now, a year later, I am even more 
concerned that the lack of action by 
Congress will only escalate ill will to
ward all immigrants. The time to act is 
now, and for that reason I am introduc
ing legislation today which broadens 
my original draft based upon many 
conversations with my colleagues. 

The impact on California's State 
budget caused by the steady stream of 
illegal immigrants is great. Estimates 
now range that there are between 1.6 
million and 2.3 million illegal immi
grants in California. The Governor of 
California believes the costs to our 
State of illegal immigrants has 
reached $3 billicn a year. Studies are 
underway by the General Accounting 
Office, the Office of Management and 
Budget, and the Justice Department, 
all of which should help to produce sub
stantiated figures about the real cost 
to California. 

No matter what the exact number 
turns out to be, the fundamental point 
is sure to remain the same. This is an 
expense that Californians can no longer 
afford to bear. Sheer numbers of illegal 
immigrants are having an impact: on 
classroom size, the jobs place, and in 
housing availability. 

The inability to enforce our borders
and stop illegal immigration-is result
ing in rising tension and increasing re
sentment against both legal and illegal 
immigrants. 

And it is the responsibility of this 
Congress to act. 

I rise today, therefore, to introduce 
the Illegal Immigration Control and 
Enforcement Act of 1994, a comprehen
sive combination of many of the best 
legislative proposals advanced to date. 

The goal of this legislation is two
fold: 

First, stop illegal immigration by en
forcing our borders and by devoting the 
resources to accomplish that objective; 

Second, reduce the incentives-such 
as Federal benefits and assistance-
available to illegal immigrants so 
fewer people attempt to come here ille
gally. 

Among other things, this legislation 
will: 

First, provide 2,100 new border 
agents-700 each year for the next 3 
years-to secure our borders. It would 
also make available the necessary 
equipment, lighting and fencing. 

When I visited a 14-mile stretch of 
the border in San Diego County a year 
ago, I saw a mere handful of agents in 
the field, only a single night-vision 
scope was available, the lighting was 
bad, and the border fence was incom
plete. 

When I returned to the same spot 10 
days ago, after having helped secure a 
$45 million appropriation to better po
lice the Southwest border, things had 
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clearly improved. Lights were in place, 
14 miles of the fence were nearly com
plete, new equipment was available and 
functioning, and 40 new U.S. agents 
were on duty. 

More importantly, border patrol 
agents on the line in San Diego report 
that they are now catching 60 percent 
of those trying to enter the Nation ille
gally, up from 50 percent last year. The 
Saturday night I was there, 2,000 people 
were apprehended for illegally crossing 
the border, but still about 1,500 suc
ceeded in crossing the border that 
night. 

Based upon what I saw, border en
forcement can work, but this is just 
the beginning. Adding 2,100 agents over 
3 years would expand the efforts al
ready underway and if they are as
signed according to need, with some 
flexibility, the problem can be con
tained, and illegal border crossings 
greatly reduced. 

Second, speed the legal crossing at 
all land borders by: 

Fully staffing existing border gates, 
and 

Authorizing the construction of new 
facilities needed to handle the crossing 
volume. 

Third, a counterfeit-proof identity 
card aimed at eliminating the use of 
false documents to obtain benefits or 
work. 

False documents allow illegal immi
grants to gain employment unlawfully 
and to obtain federally funded public 
assistance benefits. In addition, the 
legislation increases penal ties for 
those who make and sell false docu
ments. 

Fourth, establish a 2-year pilot "in
terior repatriation" program in San 
Diego to remove those who illegally 
cross the border to the "interior" of 
their home country. 

One of the biggest problems is that 
illegal immigrants repeatedly try to 
cross the same border in a short period 
of time. During my visit to the border 
10 days ago, the U.S. attorney said this 
provision was key and critical to re
ducing the frequency or repeat border 
crossings. 

Fifth, prohibit direct cash assist
ance-such as Aid to Families With De
pendent Children or Supplemental Se
curity Income-to immigrants who are 
not legal permanent residents, refugees 
or asylees. 

Sixth, require citizens who sponsor 
legal immigrants to provide complete 
financial support for them until they 
become U.S. citizens. 

A legal immigrant is eligible for citi
zenship 5 years after arriving in this 
country. 

This measure would prevent poten
tial immigrants with sponsors from 
utilizing public assistance while under 
sponsorship. 

Seventh, establish that an applicant 
for asylum is not automatically enti
tled to work authorization. 

Additionally, it would take steps to 
expedite the asylum process and reduce 
the backlog of asylum claims. 

Eighth, increase penalties for the 
smuggling of illegal immigrants: 

It would increase the penalty for 
smuggling from 5 to 10 years, and im
poses an additional penalty if the 
smuggler endangers the life of the im
migrant. 

A smuggler who causes an alien's 
death would be subject to the death 
penalty. 

Ninth, provide for the prompt depor
tation of any non-green-cardholder who 
has been convicted of an aggravated 
felony and is deportable. 

Tenth, reduce cases of abuse against 
illegal immigrants by providing im
proved training for both active border 
patrol agents and new hires and requir
ing the Attorney General to report to 
Congress each year on this effort. 

This legislation also contains a fund
ing mechanism to support the pro
grams and hiring that it authorizes. It 
would impose a modest $1 border cross
ing fee to pay for these improvements. 
Based on 1992 Customs figures, a $1 
crossing fee could raise between $300 
and $400 million a year so this border 
enforcement program is self funding. 

I would like to conclude by first ac
knowledging that this legislation owes 
a great deal to many in the House, Sen
ate, and administration who have in
troduced many of these concepts in 
other forms. 

In addition, I want to invite all of 
those parties, especially the Attorney 
General, Commissioner Meissner, and 
other Members of the Senate, to work 
with me to finalize this package and 
enact it into law as quickly as hu
manly possible. 

The progress that I witnessed in San 
Diego earlier this month was impres
sive, .but it is only a beginning. The 
United States must reduce incentives 
for illegal immigrants to come here, 
and the Federal Government must en
force our borders. 

There is no time to lose. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of my bill appear in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2197 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Illegal Im
migration Control and Enforcement Act of 
1994". 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as fol
lows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

TITLE I-ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION 
CONTROL AND ENFORCEMENT 

PART A-EXPANDED BORDER PATROL, 
SUPPORT, TRAINING, AND RESOURCES 

Sec. 111. Border patrol expansion and de
ployment. 

Sec. 112. Hiring preference for bilingual bor
der patrol agents. 

Sec. 113. Improved border patrol training. 
Sec. 114. Technology and equipment transfer 

to the Department of Justice. 
PART B-EXPANDED BORDER INSPECTION 

PERSONNEL, SUPPORT, AND FACILITIES 

Sec. 121. Additional land border inspectors. 
Sec. 122. Improvement of border crossing in

frastructure. 
PART 0-DETENTION AND DEPORTATION 

Sec. 131. Enhancing penalties for failing to 
depart, or reentering, after 
final order of deportation. 

Sec. 132. Civil penalties for failure to depart. 
Sec. 133. Form of deportation hearings. 
Sec. 134. Interior repatriation and multiple 

reentry deterrence pilot pro
gram. 

Sec. 135. Judicial review. 
Sec. 136. Communications between federally 

funded government agencies 
and the Immigration and Natu
ralization Service. 

PART D-ENHANCED CRIMINAL ALIEN 
DEPORTATION AND TRANSFER 

Sec. 141. Expansion in definition of "aggra
vated felony". 

Sec. 142. Deportation procedures for certain 
criminal aliens who are not per
manent residents. 

Sec. 143. Judicial deportation. 
Sec. 144. Restricting defenses to deportation 

for certain criminal aliens. 
Sec. 145. Construction of expedited deporta

tion requirements. 
Sec. 146. Negotiations for international 

agreements. 
Sec. 147. Denial of discretionary relief to 

aliens convicted of aggravated 
felonies. 

Sec. 148. Annual report. 
Sec. 149. Use of legalization information for 

criminal prosecution purposes. 
TITLE II-ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION 

INCENTIVE REDUCTION 
PART A-PUBLIC BENEFITS CONTROL 

Sec. 211. Ineligibility for certain direct Fed
eral benefits. 

Sec. 212. Limits on benefits to sponsored im
migrants. 

Sec. 213. Sponsorship enhancement. 
Sec. 214. Authority to States and localities 

to limit assistance to aliens 
and to distinguish among class
es of aliens in providing general 
public assistance. 

PART B-EMPLOYER SANCTIONS SUPPORT 

Sec. 221. Additional Immigration and Natu
ralization Service investiga
tors. 

PART C-ENHANCED WAGE AND HOUR LAWS 

Sec. 231. Increased personnel levels for the 
labor department. 

Sec. 232. Increased number of assistant Unit
ed States attorneys. 

PART D-AUTHORIZATION VERIFICATION 

Sec. 241. Work authorization verification. 
TITLE III-ENHANCED SMUGGLING 

CONTROL AND PENALTIES 
Sec. 301. Increased penalties for alien smug

gling. 
Sec. 302. Death penalty procedures. 
Sec. 303. Smuggling aliens for commission of 

crimes. 
Sec. 304. Adding alien smuggling to RICO. 
Sec. 305. Expanded forfeiture for smuggling 

or harboring illegal aliens. 
Sec. 306. Wiretap authority for alien smug

gling investigations. 
Sec. 307. Effective date. 
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TITLE IV-ADMISSIONS AND DOCUMENT 

FRAUD CONTROL 
PART A-PORT OF ENTRY INSPECTIONS 

Sec. 411. Restrictions on admissions fraud. 
Sec. 412. Special port of entry exclusion for 

admissions fraud. 
Sec. 413. Judicial review. 
Sec. 414. Effective date. 

PART B-ENHANCED PENALTIES 
Sec. 421. Increased penalties for document 

fraud. 
Sec. 422. Penalties for failure to disclose 

role as preparer of fraudulent 
documents. 

Sec. 423. Civil penalties for fraud, misrepre-
sentation, and failure to 
present documents. 

Sec. 424. Effective date. 
TITLE V- ASYLUM REFORM 

Sec. 501. Penalties for frivolous applica
. tions. 

Sec. 502. Asylum and work authorization. 
Sec. 503. Resources to address asylum back

log. 
Sec. 504. Reduction of incentive to delay 

proceedings. 
Sec. 505. Partial revocation of Executive 

order. 
TITLE VI-BORDER CROSSING USER FEE 
Sec. 601. Imposition of fees. 

TITLE I-ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION 
CONTROL AND ENFORCEMENT 

PARTA-EXPANDEDBORDERPATRO~ 
SUPPORT, TRAINING, AND RESOURCES 

SEC. 111. BORDER PATROL EXPANSION AND DE
PLOYMENT. 

(a) INCREASED PERSONNEL.-The Attorney 
General, in each of the fiscal years 1995, 1996, 
and 1997 shall increase by no fewer than 700, 
and by an appropriate amount the number of 
personnel needed to support, the number of 
full-time, active-duty Border Patrol agents 
within the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service above the numbers of such agents 
hired in fiscal year 1994. 

(b) DEPLOYMENT OF PERSONNEL.-The At
torney General shall, to the maximum ex
tent practicable, ensure that the personnel 
hired pursuant to subsection (a) shall be de
ployed among the various Immigration and 
Naturalization Service sectors in proportion 
to the level of illegal intrusion measured in 
each sector during the preceding fiscal year, 
and shall be actively engaged in (or in sup
port of) law enforcement activities related to 
the illegal crossing of the United States' bor
ders. 
SEC. 112. HIRING PREFERENCE FOR BILINGUAL 

BORDER PATROL AGENTS. 
The Attorney General shall , in hiring the 

Border Patrol Agents specified in section 
lll(a), give priority to the employment of 
multilingual candidates who are proficient 
in both English and such other language or 
languages as may be spoken in the region in 
which such Agents are likely to be deployed. 
SEC. 113. IMPROVED BORDER PATROL TRAINING. 

(a) IMPROVEMENT.-Section 103 of the Im
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S .C. 1103) 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(e)(l) The Attorney General shall ensure 
that all Border Patrol personnel , and any 
other personnel of the Service who are likely 
to have contact with undocumented or im
properly documented persons, or other immi
grants, in the course of their official duties, 
receive in-service training adequate to en
sure that all such personnel respect the civil 
rights, personal safety, and human dignity of 
such persons at all times. 

" (2) The Attorney General shall ensure 
that the annual report to Congress of the 
Service-

"(A) describes in detail actions taken by 
the Attorney General to meet the require
ment set forth in paragraph (1); 

"(B) incorporates specific findings by the 
Attorney General with respect to the nature 
and scope of any verified incident of conduct 
by Border Patrol personnel that-

"(i) was not consistent with paragraph (1); 
and 

"(ii) was not described in a previous annual 
report; and 

"(C) sets forth specific recommendations 
for preventing any similar incident in the fu
ture." . 
SEC. 114. TECHNOLOGY AND EQUIPMENT TRANS

FER TO THE DEPARTMENT OF JUS
TICE. 

In order to facilitate or improve the detec
tion, interdiction, and reduction by the Im
migration and Naturalization Service of ille
gal immigration into the United States, the 
Attorney General is authorized to acquire 
and utilize any Federal equipment (includ
ing, but not limited to, fixed wing aircraft, 
helicopters, four-wheel drive vehicles, se
dans, night vision goggles, night vision 
scopes, and sensor units) determined avail
able for transfer to the Department of Jus
tice by any other agency of the Federal Gov
ernment upon request of the Attorney Gen
eral. 
PART B-EXPANDED BORDER INSPECTION 

PERSONNEL, SUPPORT, AND FACILITIES 
SEC. 121. ADDITIONAL LAND BORDER INSPEC

TORS. 
(a) INCREASED PERSONNEL.-In order to 

eliminate undue delay in the thorough in
spection of persons and vehicles lawfully at
tempting to enter the United States, the At
torney General and Secretary of the Treas
ury shall increase, by approximately equal 
numbers in each of the fiscal years 1995 and 
1996, the number of full-time land border in
spectors assigned to active duty by the Im
migration and Naturalization Service and 
the United States Customs Service to a level 
adequate to assure full staffing of all border 
crossing lanes now in use, under construc
tion, or whose construction has been author
ized by Congress. 

(b) DEPLOYMENT OF PERSONNEL.-The At
torney General and the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall, to the maximum extent prac
ticable, ensure that the personnel hired pur
suant to subsection (a) shall be deployed 
among the various Immigration and Natu
ralization Service sectors in proportion to 
the number of land border crossings meas
ured in each such sector during the preced
ing fiscal year. 
SEC. 122. IMPROVEMENT OF BORDER CROSSING 

INFRASTRUCTURE. 
(a) IDENTIFICATION OF NECESSARY lMPROVE

MENTS.- Not later than March 1, 1995, the At
torney General shall, in consultation with 
the Secretary of the Treasury, identify those 
physical improvements to the infrastructure 
of the international land borders of the Unit
ed States necessary to expedite the inspec
tion of persons and vehicles attempting to 
lawfully enter the United States in accord
ance with existing policies and procedures of 
the Immigration and Naturalization Service, 
the United States Customs Service, and the 
Drug Enforcement Agency. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDA
TIONS.-Not later than March 1, 1995, the At
torney General shall begin implementation 
of the projects (or securing any necessary ap
proval) for the physical improvements re
ferred to in subsection (a). Such improve-

ments to the infrastructure of the land bor
der of the United States shall be substan
tially completed and fully funded in those 
portions of the country where the Attorney 
General, in consultation with the Commit
tees on the Judiciary of the House of Rep
resentatives and the Senate, objectively de
termines the need to be greatest before the 
Attorney General may obligate funds for 
construction of any improvement otherwise 
located. 
PART C-DETENTION AND DEPORTATION 

SEC. 131. ENHANCING PENALTIES FOR FAILING 
TO DEPART, OR REENTERING, 
AFTER FINAL ORDER OF DEPORTA
TION. 

(a) FAILURE To DEPART.-Section 242(e) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1252(e)) is amended-

(1) by striking "by reason of being a mem
ber of any of the classes described in para
graph (2), (3), or (4) of section 241(a)" the 
first time it appears and inserting "by rea
son of being a member of any of the classes 
described in section 212(a) or 241(a)" ; and 

(2) by striking "shall be imprisoned not 
more than ten years" and inserting "shall be 
imprisoned not more than 4 years, except 
that if the alien is a member of any of the 
classes described in paragraph (l)(E), (2), (3), 
or (4) of section 241(a) then the alien shall be 
imprisoned not more than 10 years" . 

(b) REENTRY.-Section 276(b) of the Immi
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1326(b)) 
is amended-

(1) in paragraph (1)-
(A) by inserting after "commission of" the 

following: "three or more misdemeanors in
volving drugs, crimes against the person, or 
both, or"; and 

(B) striking "5" and inserting " 10" ; and 
(2) in paragraph (2), by striking " 15" and 

inserting "20", and 
(3) by adding at the end the following sen

tence: 
"For the purposes of this subsection, the 
term 'deportation' includes any agreement 
in which an alien stipulates to deportation 
during a criminal trial under either Federal 
or State law." . 

(C) COLLATERAL ATTACKS ON UNDERLYING 
DEPORTATION ORDER.-Section 276 of the Im
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1326) 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new subsection: 

" (c) In any criminal proceeding under this 
section, an alien may not challenge the va
lidity of the deportation order described in 
subsection (a)(l) or subsection (b) unless the 
alien demonstrates that-

" (1) the alien has exhausted any adminis
trative remedies that may have been avail
able to seek relief against such order; 

" (2) the deportation proceedings at which 
the order was issued improperly deprived the 
alien of the opportunity for judicial review; 
and · 

" (3) the entry of the order was fundamen
tally unfair.". 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by subsections (a) and (b) shall apply 
with respect to offenses occurring after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 132. CIVIL PENALTIES FOR FAILURE TO DE

PART. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 274C of the Immi

gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1324c) 
is amended-

(1) by amending the section heading to 
read as follows: 
"PENALTIES FOR DOCUMENT FRAUD, FAILURE TO 

DEPART, AND FAILURE TO PRESENT DOCU
MENTS''; 
(2) in subsection (a)-
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(A) by striking " or" at the end of para

graph (3); 
(B) by striking the period at the end of 

paragraph (4) and inserting " ; or"; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
" (5) if such person is an alien-
" (A) to fail or refuse to depart from the 

United States by the date that final, 
unappealable orders of exclusion and depor
tation or deportation become effective 
against such person; or 

" (B) to fail or refuse to voluntarily depart 
the United States by the date granted by the 
Attorney General in lieu of a final , 
unappealable order of deportation,"; 

(3) in subsection (c) , by inserting before the 
period the following: "or in section 237 or 
section 242 of this Act"; 

(4) in subsection (d)(3)-
(A) by striking "or" at the end of subpara

graph (A); 
(B) by striking the period at the end of 

subparagraph (B) and inserting ", or"; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph: 
"(C) up to $500 for each day that an alien 

is in violation of subsection (a)(5)"; and 
(5) by inserting at the end the following 

new subsection: 
"(e) DEFINITION.-For the purposes of this 

section, the term 'final, unappealable order 
of deportation' means any order of exclusion 
and deportation or deportation issued by the 
Attorney General that has not been adminis
tratively or judicially appealed within the 
deadlines established by this Act or regula
tions thereunder, or any such order the judi
cial appeal of which has been denied, and 
which denial has become final.". 

(b) AMENDMENT TO THE TABLE OF CON
TENTS.-The table of contents for the Immi
gration and Nationality Act is amended by 
amending the item relating to section 274C 
to read as follows: 
" Sec. 274C. Civil penalties for failure to de

part.''. 
(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 

made by subsection (a) shall apply to viola
tions occurring after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 
SEC. 133. FORM OF DEPORTATION HEARINGS. 

The second sentence of section 242(b) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1252(b)) is amended by inserting before the 
period the following: ", except that nothing 
in this sentence precludes the Attorney Gen
eral from authorizing proceedings by elec
tronic or telephonic media (with the consent 
of the alien) or, where waived or agreed to by 
the parties, in the absence of the alien". 
SEC. 134. INTERIOR REPATRIATION AND MUL-

TIPLE REENTRY DETERRENCE 
PILOT PROGRAM. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-Not later than 120 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Attorney General, after consultation 
with the Secretary of State, shall establish a 
pilot program in the San Diego sector of the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service for 
up to 2 years to test the effectiveness of inte
rior repatriation in deterring multiple unau
thorized entries by aliens into the United 
States. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than 24 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Attorney General, together with the Sec
retary of State, shall include a section in the 
annual report required by section 148 of this 
Act on the operation of the pilot program es
tablished by this section. Such report shall 
include a recommendation as to whether the 
pilot program or any part thereof should be 
extended or made permanent. 

SEC. 135. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 106(a) of such Act 

(8 U.S.C. 1105a(a)) is amended by amending 
paragraph (1) to read as follows: 

"(l)(A) a petition for review may be filed 
not later than 45 days after the date of the 
issuance of the final deportation order, or, in 
the case of an alien convicted of an aggra
vated felony, not later than 15 days after the 
issuance of such order; 

" (B) the alien shall serve and file a brief 
not later than 40 days after the date on 
which the administrative record is available , 
and may serve and file a reply brief not later 
than 14 days after service of the brief of the 
Attorney General , except that the court may 
extend these deadlines upon motion for good 
cause shown; and 

"(C) if an alien fails to file a brief within 
the time provided in this paragraph, the At
torney General may move to dismiss the ap
peal, and the court shall grant such motion 
unless a manifest injustice would result;". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to appeals 
taken after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 136. COMMUNICATIONS BETWEEN FEDER· 

ALLY FUNDED GOVERNMENT AGEN
CIES AND THE IMMIGRATION AND 
NATURALIZATION SERVICE. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, no Federal, State, or local government 
entity receiving Federal funds shall be pro
hibited or in any way restricted from con
fidentially communicating with the Immi
gration and Naturalization Service regarding 
the immigration status, legal or illegal, of 
an alien in the United States. 

PART D-ENHANCED CRIMINAL ALIEN 
DEPORTATION AND TRANSFER 

SEC. 141. EXPANSION IN DEFINITION OF "AGGRA
VATED FELONY". 

(a) EXPANSION IN DEFINITION.-Section 
101(a)(43) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(43)) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(43) The term 'aggravated felony' means
" (A) murder; 
" (B) any illicit trafficking in any con

trolled substance (as defined in section 102 of 
the Controlled Substances Act) , including 
any drug trafficking crime as defined in sec
tion 924(c) of title 18, United States Code; 

" (C) any illicit trafficking in any firearms 
or destructive devices as defined in section 
921 of title 18, United States Code, or in ex
plosive materials as defined in section 841(c) 
of title 18, United States Code; 

"(D) any offense described in (i) section 
1956 of title 18, United States Code (relating 
to laundering of monetary instruments) or 
(ii) section 1957 of such title (relating to en
gaging in monetary transactions in property 
derived from specific unlawful activity) if 
the value of the monetary instruments or 
property exceeds $100,000; 

"(E) any offense described in-
"(i) subsections (h) or (i) of section 842, 

title 18, United States Code, or subsection 
(d), (e) , (f), (g), (h), or (i) of section 844 of 
title 18, United States Code (relating to ex
plosive materials offenses); 

" (ii) paragraph (1), (2), (3), (4), or (5) of sec
tion 922(g), OP section 922(j), section 922(n), 
section 922(0), section 922(p), section 922(r), 
section 924(b), or section 924(h) of title 18, 
United States Code (relating to firearms of
fenses); or 

"(iii) section 5861 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 (relating to firearms offenses); 

"(F) any crime of violence (as defined in 
section 16 of title 18, United States Code, not 
including a purely political offense) which is 

punishable by imprisonment for 5 years or 
more; 

"(G) any theft offense (including receipt of 
stolen property) or any burglary offense , in 
which the value of the property in question 
exceeds $10,000 and which is punishable by 
imprisonment for 5 years or more; 

" (H) any offense described in section 875, 
section 876, section 877, or section 1202 of 
title 18, United States Code (relating to the 
demand for or receipt of ransom); 

" (I) any offense described in section 2251 , 
section 2251A or section 2252 of title 18, Unit
ed States Code (relating to child pornog
raphy); 

" (J) any offense described in-
" (i) section 1962 of title 18, United States 

Code (relating to racketeer influenced cor
rupt organizations); or 

"(ii) section 1084 (if it is a second or subse
quent offense) or section 1955 of such title 
(relating to gambling offenses), 
which is punishable by imprisonment for 5 
years or more; 

"(K) any offense relating to commercial 
bribery, counterfeiting, forgery or traffick
ing in vehicles whose identification numbers 
have been altered, which is punishable by 
imprisonment for 5 years or more; 

" (L) any offense that-
"(i) relates to the owning, controlling, 

managing or supervising of a prostitution 
business; 

"(ii) is described in section 2421, section 
2422, or section 2423 of title 18, United States 
Code (relating to transportation for the pur
pose of prostitution) for commercial advan
tage; or 

" (iii) is described in sections 1581, 1582, 
1583, 1584, 1585, or section 1588, of title 18, 
United States Code (relating to peonage, 
slavery, and involuntary servitude); 

" (M) any offense relating to perjury or sub
ornation of perjury which is punishable by 
imprisonment for 5 years or more; 

" (N) any offense described in-
"(i) section 793 (relating to gathering or 

transmitting national defense information), 
section 798 (relating to disclosure of classi
fied information), section 2153 (relating to 
sabotage) or section 2381 or section 2382 (re
lating to treason) of title 18, United States 
Code; or 

"(ii) section 601 of the National Security 
Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 421) (relating to pro
tecting the identity of undercover intel
ligence agents); 

"(0) any offense that-
"(i) involves fraud or deceit in which the 

loss to the victim or victims exceeded 
$200,000; or 

" (ii) is described in section 7201 of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to tax 
evasion), in which the revenue loss to the 
Government exceeds $200,000; 

"(P) any offense described in section 
274(a)(l) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (relating to alien smuggling) for the pur
pose of commercial advantage; 

" (Q) any offense described in section 
1546(a) of title 18, United States Code (relat
ing to document fraud), for the purpose of 
commercial advantage; 

"(R) any offense relating to failing to ap
pear before a court pursuant to a court order 
to answer to or dispose of a charge of a fel
ony, which is punishable by imprisonment 
for 2 years or more; or 

"(S) any attempt or conspiracy to commit 
an offense described in this paragraph. 
The term 'aggravated felony' applies to of
fenses described in this paragraph whether in 
violation of Federal or State law and applies 
to such offenses in violation of the laws of a 

___ ...._ .... _ . ..__, - ~---·...._ .. - .... 
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foreign country for which the term of impris
onment was completed within the previous 
15 years.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by this section applies to convictions 
entered before, on, or after the date of enact
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 142. DEPORTATION PROCEDURES FOR CER

TAIN CRIMINAL ALIENS WHO ARE 
NOT PERMANENT RESIDENTS. 

(a) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING CHANGES.
Section 242A of the Immigration and Nation
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1252a) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)---
(A) by striking "(a) IN GENERAL.-" and in

serting the following: 
"(b) DEPORTATION OF PERMANENT RESIDENT 

ALIENS.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-"; and 
(B) by inserting in the first sentence "per

manent resident" after "correctional facili
ties for"; 

(2) in subsection (b)---
(A) by striking "(b) IMPLEMENTATION.-" 

and inserting "(2) IMPLEMENTATION.-"; and 
(B) by striking "respect to an" and insert-

ing "respect to a permanent resident"; 
(3) by striking subsection (c); 
(4) in subsection (d)---
(A) by striking "(d) EXPEDITED PROCEED

INGS.-(1)" and inserting "(3) EXPEDITED PRO
CEEDINGS.-(A)''; 

(B) by inserting " permanent resident" 
after "in the case of any"; and 

(C) by striking "(2)" and inserting "(B)"; 
(5) in subsection (e)---
(A) by striking "(e) REVIEW.-(1)" and in-

serting "(4) REVIEW.-(A)"; 
(B) by striking the second sentence; and 
(C) by striking "(2)" and inserting "(B)". 
(6) by inserting after the section heading 

the following new subsection: 
"(a) PRESUMPTION OF DEPORTABILITY.-An 

alien convicted of an aggravated felony shall 
be conclusively presumed to be deportable 
from the United States."; and 

(7) by amending the section heading to 
read as follows: 

" EXPEDITED DEPORTATION OF ALIENS 
CONVICTED OF AGGRAVATED FELONIES". 

(b) ELIMINATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEAR
ING FOR CERTAIN CRIMINAL ALIENS.-Section 
242A of the Immigration and Nationality Act 
(8 U.S.C. 1252a), as amended by subsection 
(a), is further amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

"(c) DEPORTATION OF ALIENS WHO ARE NOT 
PERMANENT RESIDENTS.-(1) Notwithstanding 
section 242, and subject to paragraph (5), the 
Attorney General may issue a final order of 
deportation against any alien described in 
paragraph (2) whom the Attorney General 
determines to be deportable under section 
241(a)(2)(A)(iii) (relating to conviction of an 
aggravated felony). 

"(2) An alien is deportable under this sub
section if the alien-

"(A) was not lawfully admitted for perma
nent residence at the time that proceedings 
under this section commenced, or 

"(B) had permanent resident status on a 
conditional basis (as described in section 216) 
at the time that proceedings under this sec
tion commenced. 

"(3) No alien described in paragraph (2) 
shall be eligible for any relief from deporta
tion that may be granted in the discretion of 
the Attorney General. 

"(4) The Attorney General may not exe
cute any order described in paragraph (1) 
until 14 days have passed from the date that 
such order was issued, unless waived by the 
alien, in order to permit the alien an oppor
tunity to apply for judicial review under sec
tion 106.". 
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(C) LIMITED JUDICIAL REVIEW.-Section 106 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1105a) is amended-

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (a), 
by inserting "or pursuant to section 242A(c)" 
after "under section 242(b)"; 

(2) in subsection (a)(l) and subsection 
(a)(3), by inserting "(including an alien de
scribed in section 242A(c))" after "aggra
vated felony"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(d) Notwithstanding subsection (c), no 
court shall have jurisdiction to hear a peti
tion for review or for habeas corpus on behalf 
of an alien described in section 242A(f) except 
to determine whether the alien is in fact an 
alien, and the individual alien, described in 
such section.". 

(d) AMENDMENT TO TABLE OF CONTENTS.
The table of contents of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act is amended by amending the 
item relating to section 242A to read as fol
lows: 
"Sec. 242A. Expedited deportation of aliens 

convicted of aggravated felo
nies.". 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to all aliens 
against whom deportation proceedings are 
initiated after the date of enactment of this 
Act. . 
SEC. 143. JUDICIAL DEPORTATION. 

(a) JUDICIAL DEPORTATION.-Section 242A of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1252a), as amended by section 142 of 
this Act, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

"(d) JUDICIAL DEPORTATION.-
"(l) AUTHORITY.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of this Act, a United States 
district court shall have jurisdiction to enter 
a judicial order of deportation at the time of 
sentencing against an alien whose criminal 
conviction causes such alien to be conclu
sively presumed to be deportable under sec
tion 241(a)(2)(A)(iii) (relating to conviction of 
an aggravated felony), but only if such an 
order has been requested prior to sentencing 
by the United States Attorney with the con
currence of the Commissioner. 

"(2) PROCEDURE.-(A) The United States 
Attorney shall provide notice of intent to re
quest judicial deportation promptly after the 
entry in the record of an adjudication of 
guilt or guilty plea. Such notice shall be pro
vided to the court, to the alien, to the alien's 
counsel of record, and to the Commissioner. 

"(B) Notwithstanding section 242B, the 
United States Attorney, with the concur
rence of the Commissioner, shall file at least 
20 days prior to the date set for sentencing a 
charge containing factual allegations regard
ing the alienage of the defendant and satis
faction by the defendant of the definition of 
aggravated felony. 

"(C) If the court determines that the de
fendant has presented substantial evidence 
to establish prima facie eligibility for relief 
from deportation under section 212(c), the 
Attorney General shall provide the court 
with a recommendation and report regarding 
the alien's eligibility for relief under such 
section. The court shall either grant or deny 
the relief sought. 

" (D)(i) The alien shall have a reasonable 
opportunity to examine the evidence against 
him or her, to present evidence on his or her 
own behalf, and to cross-examine witnesses 
presented by the Government. 

"(ii) The court, for the purposes of deter
mining whether to enter an order described 
in paragraph (1), shall only consider evidence 
that would be admissible in proceedings con
ducted pursuant to section 242(b). 

"(iii) Nothing in this subsection shall limit 
the information a court of the United States 
may receive or consider for the purposes of 
imposing an appropriate sentence. 

"(iv) The court may order the alien de
ported if the Attorney General demonstrates 
by clear and convincing evidence that the 
alien is deportable under this Act. 

"(3) NOTICE, APPEAL, AND EXECUTION OF JU
DICIAL ORDER OF DEPORTATION.-(A)(i) A judi
cial order of deportation or denial of such 
order may be appealed by either party to the 
court of appeals for the circuit in which the 
district court is located. 

"(ii) Except as provided in clause (iii), such 
appeal shall be considered consistent with 
the requirements described in section 106. 

"(iii) Upon execution by the defendant of a 
valid waiver of the right to appeal the con
viction on which the order of deportation is 
based, the expiration of the period described 
in section 106(a)(l), or the final dismissal of 
an appeal from such conviction, the order of 
deportation shall become final and shall be 
executed at the end of the prison term to 
which the defendant is sentenced in accord
ance with the term of the order. 

"(B) As soon as is practicable after entry 
of a judicial order of deportation, the Attor
ney General shall provide the defendant with 
written notice of the order or deportation, 
which shall designate the country to which 
the defendant chooses to be deported and any 
alternate country selected pursuant to sec
tion 243(a). 

"(4) DENIAL OF JUDICIAL ORDER.-Denial of 
a request for a judicial order of deportation 
shall not preclude the Attorney General 
from initiating deportation proceedings pur
suant to section 242 upon the same ground of 
deportability or upon any other ground of 
deportability provided under section 241(a). ". 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-The ninth sen
tence of section 242(b) of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1252(b)) is 
amended by striking "The" and inserting 
"Except as provided in section 242A(c) and 
242A(d), the". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to all aliens 
whose adjudication of guilt or guilty plea is 
entered in the record after the date of enact
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 144. RESTRICTING DEFENSES TO DEPORTA

TION FOR CERTAIN CRIMINAL 
ALIENS. 

(a) DEFENSES BASED ON SEVEN YEARS OF 
PERMANENT RESIDENCE.-The last sentence of 
section 212(c) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(c)) is amended by 
striking "has served for such felony or felo
nies" and all that follows through the period 
and inserting " has been sentenced for such 
felony or felonies to a term or terms of im
prisonment of at least 5 years, if the time for 
appealing such conviction or sentence has 
expired and the sentence has become final.". 

(b) WITHHOLDING OF DEPORTATION DE
FENSE.-Section 243(h)(2) of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1253(h)(2)) is 
amended-

(1) by striking "or" at the end of subpara
graph (C); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub
paragraph (D) and inserting"; or"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

" (E) the alien has been convicted of an ag
gravated felony." . 
SEC. 145. CONSTRUCTION OF EXPEDITED DEPOR

TATION REQUIREMENTS. 
No amendment made by this title, and 

nothing in section 242(i) of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1252(i)), may be 
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construed to create any substantive or pro
cedural right or benefit that is legally en
forceable by any party against the United 
States, its agencies or officers, or against 
any other person. 
SEC. 146. NEGOTIATIONS FOR INTERNATIONAL 

AGREEMENTS. 
(a) NEGOTIATIONS WITH OTHER COUNTRIES.

The Secretary of State, together with the 
Attorney General, may enter into an agree
ment with any foreign country providing for 
the incarceration in that country of any in
dividual who-

(1) is a national of that country; and 
(2) is an alien who-
(A) is not in lawful immigration status in 

the United States, or 
(B) on the basis of conviction of a criminal 

offense under Federal or State law, or on any 
other basis, is subject to deportation under 
the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
for the duration of the prison term to which 
the individual was sentenced for the offense 
referred to in subparagraph (B). Any such 
agreement may provide for the release of 
such individual pursuant to parole proce
dures of that country. 

(b) PRIORITY.-In carrying out subsection 
(a), the Secretary of State should give prior
ity to concluding an agreement with any 
country for which the President determines 
that the number of individuals described in 
subsection (a) who are nationals of that 
country in the United States represents a 
significant percentage of all such individuals 
in the United States. 

(C) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out this 
section. 
SEC. 147. DENIAL OF DISCRETIONARY RELIEF TO 

ALIENS CONVICTED OF AGGRA· 
VATED FELONIES. 

(a) INELIGIBILITY FOR SUSPENSION OF DE
PORTATION .-Section 244 of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1254) is amend
ed by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(g) Suspension of deportation and adjust
ment of status under subsection (a)(2) shall 
not be available to any alien who has been 
convicted of an aggravated felony.". 

(b) APPLICATION OF EXCLUSION FOR DRUG 
OFFENSES.-Section 212(h) of the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(h)) is 
amended in the second sentence by inserting 
"or any other aggravated felony" after "tor
ture". 

(c) ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS; CHANGE OF 
NONIMMIGRANT CLASSIFICATION.-(!) Section 
245(c) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1255(c)) is amended-

(A) by striking " or" after "section 
212(d)(4)(C)"; and 

(B) by inserting " ; or (5) an alien who has 
been convicted of an aggravated felony" im
mediately after "section 217". 

(7) Section 248 of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1258) is 
amended-

(A) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (3); 

(B) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (4) and inserting"; and"; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(5) an alien convicted of an aggravated 
felony.". 
SEC. 148. ANNUAL REPORT. 

Not later than 12 months after the date of 
enactment of this Act, and annually there
after, the Attorney General shall submit to 
the Committees on the Judiciary of the 
House of Representatives and of the Senate a 
report detailing-

(1) the number of illegal aliens incarcer
ated in Federal and State prisons for having 
committed felonies; 

(2) programs and plans underway in the De
partment of Justice to ensure the prompt re
moval from the United States of criminal 
aliens subject to exclusion or deportation; 
and 

(3) methods for identifying and preventing 
the unlawful reentry of aliens who have been 
convicted of criminal offenses in the United 
States and removed from the United States. 
SEC. 149. USE OF LEGALIZATION INFORMATION 

FOR CRIMINAL PROSECUTION PUR
POSES. 

(a) CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION.-Sec
tion 245A(c)(5)(C) (8 U.S.C. 1255a(c)(5)(C)) is 
amended by amending the text after sub
paragraph (C) to read as follows: 
"except that the Attorney General shall pro
vide information furnished under this sec
tion when such information is requested in 
writing by a duly recognized law enforce
ment entity in connection with a criminal 
investigation or prosecution, or to an official 
coroner for purposes of affirmatively identi
fying a deceased individual, whether or not 
such individual is deceased as a result of a 
crime, or the Attorney General may provide, 
in the Attorney General's discretion, for the 
furnishing of information furnished under 
this section in the same manner and cir
cumstances as census information may be 
disclosed by the Secretary of Commerce 
under section 8 of title 13, United States 
Code. Anyone who uses, publishes, or permits 
information to be examined in violation of 
this paragraph shall be fined in accordance 
with title 18, United States Code, or impris
oned not more than five years, or both.". 

(b) SPECIAL AGRICULTURAL WORKERS.-Sec
tion 210(b)(6)(C) (8 U.S.C. 1160(b)(6)(C)) is 
amended-

(!) by striking the period at the end of sub
paragraph (C) and inserting a comma; and 

(2) by adding in full measure margin after 
subparagraph (C) the following: "except that 
the Attorney General shall provide informa
tion furnished under this section when such 
information is requested in writing by a duly 
recognized law enforcement entity in con
nection with a criminal investigation or 
prosecution, or to an official coroner for pur
poses of affirmatively identifying a deceased 
individual, whether or not such individual is 
deceased as a result of a crime.''. 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The criminal penalty 
added by subsection (a) shall apply to of
fenses occurring after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

TITLE II-ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION 
INCENTIVE REDUCTION 

PART A-PUBLIC BENEFITS CONTROL 
SEC. 211. INELIGIBILITY FOR CERTAIN DIRECT 

FEDERAL BENEFITS. 
(a) DIRECT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE OR BENE

FITS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, an unlawful alien (as 
defined in subsection (d)(2)) shall not be eli
gible to receive any direct financial assist
ance or benefits under any Federal program. 
except-

(A) emergency medical services under title 
XIX of the Social Security Act, 

(B) short-term emergency disaster relief, 
(C) assistance or benefits under the Na

tional School Lunch Act, 
(D) assistance or benefits under the Child 

Nutrition Act of 1966, and · 
(E) public health assistance for immuniza

tions with respect to immunizable diseases 
and for testing and treatment for commu
nicable diseases. 

(2) NOTIFICATION OF ALIENS.-The Federal 
agency administering a program referred to 
in paragraph (1) shall, directly or through 
the States, notify any unlawful alien who is 
receiving benefits under the program on the 
date of the enactment of this Act and whose 
eligibility for the program is terminated by 
reason of this subsection. 

(b) UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, an alien shall not be 
eligible to receive any portion of unemploy
ment benefits payable out of Federal funds. 

(2) LIMITED EXCEPTION FOR LAWFUL 
ALIENS.-Paragraph (1) shall not apply to any 
lawful alien (as defined in subsection (d)(l)) 
who has been granted employment author
ization pursuant to Federal law if the unem
ployment benefits are attributable to the au
thorized employment. 

(c) HOUSING ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.-Not 
later than 90 days after the date of the enact
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development shall submit a re
port to the Committees on the Judiciary of 
the Senate and House of Representatives, the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs of the Senate, and the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs of the 
House of Representatives describing the 
manner in which the Secretary is enforcing 
section 214 of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1980 and containing sta
tistics with respect to the number of individ
uals denied financial assistance under such 
section. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.-For the purposes of this 
section-

(!) LAWFUL ALIEN.-The term "lawful 
alien" means an individual who is 

(A) an alien lawfully admitted to the Unit-
ed States for permanent residence, 

(B) an asylee, 
(C) a refugee, 
(D) an alien whose deportation has been 

withheld under section 243(h) of the Immi
gration and Nationality Act, 

(E) a parolee who has been paroled for a pe
riod of 1 year or more, or 

(F) a Chinese national described in section 
2(b) of the Chinese Student Protection Act of 
1992 (Public Law 102-404) who, as of the date 
of enactment of this Act, has applied for ad
justment of status in accordance with Public 
Law 102-404. 

(2) UNLAWFUL ALIEN.-The term "unlawful 
alien" means an individual who is not

(A) a United States citizen; or 
(B) a lawful alien. 
(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The provisions of 

this section shall apply to benefits received 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 212. LIMITS ON BENEFITS TO SPONSORED 

IMMIGRANTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, in determining eligi
bility for, and the amount of direct financial 
benefits of, a lawful sponsored alien under 
Federal benefit programs such as Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children, Supple
mental Security Income, and Food Stamps, 
the income and resources of the alien shall 
include-

(!) the income and resources of any person 
who, as a sponsor of such alien's entry into 
the United States, entered into a binding 
con tract of support with respect to such 
alien, and 

(2) the income and resources of such spon
sor's spouse. 
The preceding sentence shall apply until 
such time as the sponsored alien achieves 
United States citizenship. 

(b) EXTENUATING CIRCUMSTANCES.-The in
come and resources of the sponsor and his or 
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her spouse shall no longer be included in de
termining the eligibility of a sponsored law
ful alien for Federal benefits when-

(1) the sponsor becomes impoverished, 
bankrupt, or dies, or 

(2) the sponsored lawful immigrant be
comes blind or disabled after entry into the 
United States. 

(c) EXEMPTIONS.-For the purposes of this 
section, the following groups of lawful spon
sored immigrants and Federal benefit pro
grams are exempted: 

(1) Refugees, asylees, and other lawful 
aliens who are not sponsored. 

(2) Public education, Medicaid, child nutri
tion, child immunization, and other public 
health programs. 

(d) PROSPECTIVE EFFECT.-This section 
shall only affect initial applications for Fed
eral benefits that are received after the ef
fective date. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-This section shall 
take effect 90 days after enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 213. SPONSORSHIP ENHANCEMENT. 

(a) If otherwise admissible, an alien who is 
excludable under paragraph (4) of section 
212(a) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act and has not given a suitable bond (as de
scribed in the previous section 213 of the Im
migration and Naturalization Act [8 U.S.C. 
1183)) can only be admitted when sponsored 
by an individual (hereafter referred to in this 
section as the alien's "sponsor") entering 
into a legally binding contract that guaran
tees financial responsibility for the alien 
until he or she becomes a United States citi
zen. 

(b) Such a contract with respect to the ad
mission into the United States of an alien 
under the Immigration and Naturalization 
Act shall provide-

(!) that the sponsor shall be liable for the 
costs incurred by any Federal, State, or po
litical subdivision of a State for general pub
lic cash assistance provided to such alien; 
and 

(2) that this responsibility will continue 
until the date on which the alien becomes a 
citizen of the United States. 

(c) In the case of cash benefits which are 
provided to lawful sponsored immigrants 
who are ineligible for public assistance under 
section 212 of this Act, the binding contract 
referred to in section 213(a) of this Act may 
be enforced with respect to an alien against 
the alien's sponsor in a civil suit brought by 
the Attorney General or a State or political 
subdivision of a State in the United States 
district court for the district in which the 
sponsor resides for the recovery of the costs 
incurred by any Federal, State, or political 
subdivision of a State in providing general 
cash public assistance provided to such alien 
for which the sponsor agreed to be liable 
under such a contract. 

(d) The sponsor or the sponsor's estate 
shall not be liable if the sponsor dies, be
comes impoverished due to unforeseen cir
cumstances (as defined by eligibility for Fed
eral assistance), or is adjudicated a bankrupt 
under title 11, United States Code. 

(e) The requirements and powers of this 
section shall apply only to initial sponsor
ship-based applications for legal admission 
into the United States received after the ef
fective date of this section. 

(f) This provision shall take effect 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act 

(g) The admitting agencies shall record the 
use of sponsorship by immigrant to meet the 
public charge test for admission to the Unit
ed States set forth in paragraph (4) of section 
212(a) of the Immigration and Naturalization 
Act. 

SEC. 214. AUTHORITY TO STATES AND LOCAL
ITIES TO LIMIT ASSISTANCE TO 
ALIENS AND TO DISTINGUISH 
AMONG CLASSES OF ALIENS IN PRO· 
VIDING GENERAL PUBLIC ASSIST· 
ANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subsection (b) 
and notwithstanding any other provision of 
-law, a State or local government may pro
hibit or otherwise limit or restrict the eligi
bility of aliens or classes of aliens for pro
grams of general cash public assistance fur
nished under the law of the State or a politi
cal subdivision of a State. 

(b) LIMITATION.-The authority under sub
section (a) may be exercised only to the ex
tent that any prohibitions, limitations, or 
restrictions are not inconsistent with the 
eligibility requirements for comparable Fed
eral programs or are less restrictive. For the 
purposes of this section, attribution to an 
alien of a sponsor's income and resources for 
purposes of determining the eligibility for 
and amount of benefits of an alien shall be 
considered less restrictive than a prohibition 
of eligibility. 

PART B-EMPLOYER SANCTIONS 
SUPPORT 

SEC. 221. ADDmONAL IMMIGRATION AND NATU· 
RALIZATION SERVICE INVESTIGA· 
TORS. 

(a) INVESTIGATORS.-The Attorney General 
is authorized to hire for fiscal years 1995 and 
1996 such additional investigators and staff 
as may be necessary to aggressively enforce 
existing sanctions against employers who 
employ workers in the United States ille
gally or who are otherwise ineligible to work 
in this country. 

(b) LIMITATION ON OVERTIME.-None of the 
funds made available to the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service under this section 
shall be available for administrative ex
penses to pay any employee overtime pay in 
an amount in excess of $25,000 for any fiscal 
year. 

PART C-ENHANCED WAGE AND HOUR 
LAWS 

SEC. 231. INCREASED PERSONNEL LEVELS FOR 
TIIE LABOR DEPARTMENT. 

(a) INVESTIGATORS.-The Secretary of 
Labor, in consultation with the Attorney 
General, is authorized to hire in the Wage 
and Hour Division of the Department of 
Labor for fiscal years 1995 and 1996 such addi
tional investigators and staff as may be nec
essary to aggressively enforce existing legal 
sanctions against employers who violate cur
rent Federal wage and hour laws. 

(b) ASSIGNMENT OF ADDITIONAL PERSON
NEL.-lndividuals employed to fill the addi
tional positions described in subsection (a) 
shall be assigned to investigate violations of 
wage and hour laws in areas where the Attor
ney General has notified the Secretary of 
Labor that there are high concentrations of 
aliens present in the United States in viola
tion of law. 
SEC. 232. INCREASED NUMBER OF ASSISTANT 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS. 
The Attorney General is authorized to hire 

for fiscal years 1995 and 1996 such additional 
Assistant United States Attorneys as may be 
necessary to prosecute actions brought 
under this Act, or intended to directly fur
ther Congress' intention to preclude and 
deter illegal immigration. 
PART D-AUTHORIZATION VERIFICATION 

SEC. 241. WORK AUTHORIZATION VERIFICATION. 
The Attorney General, together with the 

Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
shall develop and implement a counterfeit
resistant system to verify work eligibility 

and federally-funded public assistance bene
fits eligibility for all persons within the 
United States. If the system developed in
cludes a document (designed specifically for 
use for this purpose), that document shall 
not be used as a national identification card, 
and the document shall not be required to be 
carried or presented by any person except at 
the time of application for federally funded 
public assistance benefits or to comply with 
employment eligibility verification require
ments. 

TITLE ill-ENHANCED SMUGGLING 
CONTROL AND PENALTIES 

SEC. 301. INCREASED PENALTIES FOR ALIEN 
SMUGGLING. 

Section 274(a) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1324(a)) is amended

(!) in paragraph (1}-
(A) by striking "or" at the end of subpara

graph (C); 
(B) by striking the comma at the end of 

subparagraph (D) and all that follows 
through the period and inserting "; or"; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
"(E) engages in any conspiracy to commit 

any of the preceding acts, or aids or abets 
the commission of any of the preceding acts, 
shall be fined under title 18, United States 
Code, and shall be imprisoned not less than 
3 years nor more than 10 years, for each alien 
with respect to whom any violation of this 
paragraph occurs."; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

"(3) Any person who, in the commission of 
an act described in paragraph (1), willfully 
subjects any alien to a substantial risk of 
death or serious bodily harm shall be subject 
to a term of imprisonment of not less than 3 
years nor more than 10 years in addition to 
any term of imprisonment imposed under 
that paragraph. 

"( 4) Any person who in the perpetration of, 
or in the attempt to perpetrate, any viola
tion of paragraph (1), causes the death of an 
alien shall be subject to the penalty of death, 
or life imprisonment, subject to appropriate 
procedures under chapter 228 of title 18, 
United States Code.". 
SEC. 302. DEATH PENALTY PROCEDURES. 

Title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting after chapter 227 the following new 
chapter: 
"CHAPI'ER 22S-DEATH PENALTY PROCE· 

DURES RELATING TO SMUGGLING OF 
ALIENS 

"Sec. 
"3591. Sentence of death relating to the 

smuggling of aliens. 
"§ 3591. Sentence of death relating to the 

i:imuggling of aliens 
"A sentence of death for a violation of sec

tion 274(a)(4) of the Immigration and Nation
ality Act may be imposed only if-

"(1) the defendant caused the death of a 
person intentionally or knowingly, or caused 
the death of a person through the inten
tional infliction of serious bodily injury; and 

"(2) the sentence is imposed in accordance 
with the procedures set forth in section 408 
(g), (h), (i), (j), (k), (1), (m), (n), (o), (p), (q), 
and (r) of the Controlled Substances Act (21 
U.S.C. 848 (g), (h), (i), (j), (k), (1), (m), (n), (o), 
(p), (q), and (r)), except that for the purposes 
of a violation of that law, the references to 
" this section" in section 408(g) and (h)(l) and 
"subsection (e)" in section 408(i)(l), (j), (k) 
(each place it appears), and (p) of the Con
trolled Substances Act shall be deemed to be 
references to section 274(a)(4) of that Act. No 
rule of law, including a rule contained in a 
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law under which an offense is committed, 
may be applied in determining whether a 
penalty of death shall be imposed in a par
ticular case, other than those procedures. 
Those procedures supersede all other provi
sions of law that pertain to whether a pen
alty of death shall be imposed in any par
ticular case (not including the authorization 
of the penalty itself).". 
SEC. 303. SMUGGLING ALIENS FOR COMMISSION 

OF CRIMES. 
Section 274(a)(2) of the Immigration and 

Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1324(a)(2)) is 
amended-

(1) in subparagraph (B)-
(A) by striking " or" at the end of clause 

(ii); 
(B) by redesignating clause (iii) as clause 

(iv); and 
(C) by inserting after clause (ii) the follow

ing: 
" (iii) an offense committed with the intent 

or with reason to believe that the alien un
lawfully brought into the United States will 
commit an offense against the United States 
or any State punishable by imprisonment for 
more than 1 year, including violations of or 
attempted violations of or aiding and abet
ting violations of or conspiring to violate the 
Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 801 et 
seq.) or laws against prostitution, importa
tion of aliens for immoral purposes, traffick
ing in firearms, money laundering, gang ac
tivities, kidnapping or ransom demands, 
fraudulent documents, or extortion, the 
smuggling of known or suspected terrorists 
or persons involved in organized crime if of
fenses against such laws are punishable by 
imprisonment for more than 1 year,"; and 

(2) at the end thereof, by striking "be 
fined" and all that follows through the pe
riod and inserting the following: " be fined 
under title 18, United States Code, and shall 
be imprisoned not less than 3 years nor more 
than 10 years.". 
SEC. 304. ADDING ALIEN SMUGGLING TO RICO. 

Section 1961(1) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended-

(1) by striking " or" after "law of the Unit
ed States, "; 

(2) by inserting " or" at the end of clause 
(E); and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
"(F) any act in violation of section 1028, 

1542, or 1546 of this title for personal finan
cial gain and section 274, 277, or 278 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act.". 
SEC. 305. EXPANDED FORFEITURE FOR SMUG

GLING OR HARBORING ILLEGAL 
ALIENS. 

Section 274 of the Immigration and Nation
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1324(b)) is amended-

(1) by amending subsection (b)(l) to read as 
follows: 

" (b) SEIZURE AND FORFEITURE.-(1) Any 
property, real or personal, which facilitates 
or is intended to facilitate, or which has 
been used in or is intended to be used in the 
commission of a violation of subsection (a) 
or of section 274A(a)(l) or 274A(a)(2), or which 
constitutes or is derived from or traceable to 
the proceeds obtained directly or indirectly 
from a commission of a violation of sub
section (a) or of section 274A(a)(l) or 
274A(a)(2). shall be subject to seizure and for
feiture, except that-

"(A) no property, used by any person as a 
common carrier in the transaction of busi
ness as a common carrier shall be forfeited 
under the provisions of this section unless it 
shall appear that the owner or other person 
in charge of such property was a consenting 
party or privy to the illegal act; 

"(B) no property shall be forfeited under 
the provisions of this section by reason of 

any act or omission established by the owner 
thereof to have been committed or omitted 
by any person other than such owner while 
such property was unlawfully in the posses
sion of a person other than the owner in vio
lation of the criminal laws of the United 
States or of any State; and 

" (C) no property shall be forfeited under 
this paragraph to the extent of an interest of 
any owner, by reason of any act or omission 
established by that owner to have been com
mitted or omitted without the knowledge or 
consent of the owner, unless such action or 
omission was committed by an employee or 
agent of the owner, and facilitated or was in
tended to facilitate, or was used in or in
tended to be used in, the commission of a 
violation of subsection (a) or of section 
274A(a)(l) or 274A(a)(2) which was committed 
by the· owner or which was intended to fur
ther the business interests of the owner, or 
to confer any other benefit upon the 
owner.''; 

(2) in paragraph (2)-
(A) by striking " conveyance" both places 

it appears and inserting "property"; and 
(B) by striking " is being used in" and in

serting " is being used in, is facilitating, has 
facilitated, or was intended to facilitate" ; 

(3) in paragraph (3)-
(A) by inserting "(A)" immediately after 

"(3)", and 
(B) by adding at the e:nd the following: 

" (B) Before the seizure of any real property 
pursuant to this section, the Attorney Gen
eral shall provide notice and an opportunity 
to be heard to the owner of the property. The 
Attorney General shall prescribe such regu
lations as may be necessary to carry out this 
subparagraph."; 

(4) in paragraphs (4) and (5) by striking "a 
conveyance" and "conveyance" each place 
such phrase or word appears and inserting 
"property" ; and 

(5) in paragraph (4) by-
(A) striking "or" at the end of subpara

graph (C), 
(B) by striking the period at the end of 

subparagraph (D) and inserting "; or", and 
(C) by inserting at the end the following 

new subparagraph: 
" (E) transfer custody and ownership of for

feited property to any Federal, State, or 
local agency pursuant to section 616(c) of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1616a(c)).". 

SEC. 306. WIRETAP AUTHORITY FOR ALIEN SMUG
GLING INVESTIGATIONS. 

Section 2516(1) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended-

(1) in paragraph (c), by inserting after 
" trains)" the following: " , or a felony viola
tion of section 1028 (relating to production of 
false identification documentation), section 
1542 (relating to false statements in passport 
applications). section 1546 (relating to fraud 
and misuse of visas, permits, and other docu
ments)"; 

(2) by striking "or" after paragraph (l); 
(3) by redesignating paragraphs (m), (n), 

and (o) as paragraphs (n), (o), and (p), respec
tively; and 

(4) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(m) a violation of section 274, 277, or 278 of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (relat
ing to the smuggling of aliens);". 

SEC. 307. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this title shall 
apply to offenses occurring after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

TITLE IV-ADMISSIONS AND DOCUMENT 
FRAUD CONTROL 

PART A-PORT OF ENTRY INSPECTIONS 
SEC. 411. RESTRICTIONS ON ADMISSIONS FRAUD. 

(a) EXCLUSION FOR FRAUDULENT DOCUMENTS 
OR FAIL URE To . PRESENT DOCUMENTS.- Sec
tion 212(a)(6)(C) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(6)(C)) is 
amended-

(1) by striking "(C) MISREPRESENTATION" 
and inserting the following: 

" (C) FRAUD, MISREPRESENTATION, AND 
FAILURE TO PRESENT DOCUMENTS" ; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

"(iii) FRAUD, MISREPRESENTATION, AND 
FAILURE TO PRESENT DOCUMENTS.-

"(!) Any alien who, in seeking entry to the 
United States or boarding a common carrier 
for the purpose of coming to the United 
States presents any document which, in the 
determination of the immigration officer, is 
forged, counterfeit, altered, falsely made, 
stolen, or inapplicable to the person present
ing the document, or otherwise contains a 
misrepresentat ion of a material fact, is ex
cludable . 

" (II) Any alien who is required to present 
a document relating to the alien's eligibility 
to enter the United States prior to boarding 
a common carrier for the purpose of coming 
to the United States and who fails to present 
such document to an immigration officer 
upon arrival at a port of entry into the Unit
ed States is excludable.". 

(b) PROVISION FOR ASYLUM AND OTHER DIS
CRETIONARY RELIEF.-(1) Section 208 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1158) is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(e)(l) Notwithstanding subsection (a), any 
alien who, in seeking entry to the United 
States or boarding a common carrier for the 
purpose of coming to the United States, pre
sents any document which, in the determina
tion of the immigration officer, is fraudu
lent, forged, stolen, or inapplicable to the 
person presenting the document. or other
wise contains a misrepresentation of a mate
rial fact, may not apply for or be granted 
asylum, unless presentation of the document 
was pursuant to direct departure from a 
country in which the alien has a credible 
fear of persecution or of return to persecu
tion. 

"(2) Notwithstanding subsection (a), an 
alien who boards a common carrier for the 
purpose of coming to the United States 
through the presentation of any document 
which relates or purports to relate to the 
alien's eligibility to enter the United States, 
and who fails to present such document to an 
immigration officer upon arrival at a port of 
entry into the United States, may not apply 
for or be granted asylum, unless presen
tation of such document was pursuant to di
rect departure from a country in which the 
alien has a credible fear of persecution or of 
return to persecution. 

"(3) Notwithstanding subsection (a), an 
alien described in section 235(d)(3) may not 
apply for or be granted asylum, unless the 
person departed directly from a country in 
which the alien has a credible fear of perse
cution or of return to persecution. 

"(4) Notwithstanding paragraphs (1), (2), 
and (3), the Attorney General may, in the At
torney General's sole discretion, permit an 
alien described in paragraphs (1), (2), or (3) to 
apply for asylum. 

"(5)(A) When an immigration officer has 
determined that an alien has sought entry 
under either of the circumstances described 
in paragraph (1) or (2) or is an alien described 
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in section 235(d)(3) and the alien has indi
cated a desire to apply for asylum, the immi
gration officer shall refer the matter to an 
asylum officer who shall interview the alien 
to determine whether presentation of the 
document was pursuant to direct departure 
from a country in which the alien has a cred
ible fear of persecution or of return to perse
cution, or in the case of an alien described in 
section 235(d)(3), whether the alien had di
rectly departed from such a country. 

"(B) If the officer determines that the 
alien does not have a credible fear of perse
cution or of return to persecution in the 
country in which the alien was last present 
prior to attempting entry into the United 
States or arriving in the United States or a 
port of entry under the circumstances de
scribed in section 235(d)(3), the alien may be 
specially excluded and deported in accord
ance with section 235(e). 

"(C) The Attorney General shall provide by 
regulation for the prompt supervisory review 
of a determination under subparagraph (B) 
that an alien does not have a credible fear of 
persecution or of return to persecution in 
the country in which the alien was last 
present. 

"(D) The Attorney General shall provide 
information concerning the credible fear de
termination process described in this para
graph to persons who may be eligible for 
that process under the provisions of this sub
section. An alien who is eligible for a credi
ble fear determination pursuant to subpara
graph (A) may consult with a person or per
sons of his or her choosing prior to the credi
ble fear determination process or any review 
thereof, according to regulations prescribed 
by the Attorney General. Such consultation 
shall be at no expense to the Government 
and shall not unduly delay the process. 

"(6) As used in this section, the term 'cred
ible fear of persecution or of return to perse
cution' means--

"(A) it is more probable than not that the 
statements made by the alien in support of 
his or her claim are true; and 

"(B) there is a significant danger that the 
alien would be returned to a country in 
which the alien would have a credible fear of 
persecution. 

"(7) As used in this subsection, the term 
'asylum officer' means a person who-

"(A) has had professional training in coun
try conditions, asylum law, and interview 
techniques; 

"(B) has been employed for at least one 
year in a position the primary responsibility 
of which is the adjudication of asylum 
claims; and 

"(C) is supervised by an officer who meets 
conditions in subparagraphs (A) and (B).". 

(2) Section 235 of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1225) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

"(d)(l) Subject to paragraph (2), any alien 
who has not been admitted to the United 
States, and who is excludable under section 
212(a)(6)(C)(iii), or who is an alien described 
in paragraph (3), is ineligible for withholding 
of deportation pursuant to section 243(h), 
and may not apply therefor or for any other 
relief under this Act. except that an alien 
found to have a credible fear of persecution 
or of return to persecution in accordance 
with section 208(e) shall be taken before a 
special inquiry officer for exclusion proceed
ings in accordance with section 236 and may 
apply for asylum, withholding of deporta
tion, or both, in the course of such proceed
ings. 

"(2) An alien described in paragraph (1) 
who has been found ineligible to apply for 

asylum under section 208(e) may be returned 
under the provisions of this section only to a 
country in which he or she has no credible 
fear of persecution or of return to persecu
tion. If there is no country to which the 
alien can be returned in accordance with the 
provisions of this paragraph, the alien shall 
be taken before a special inquiry officer for 
exclusion proceedings in accordance with 
section 236 and may apply for asylum, with
holding of deportation, or both, in the course 
of such proceedings. 

"(3) Any alien who is excludable under sec
tion 212(a), and who has been brought or es
corted under the authority of the United 
States--

"(A) into the United States, having been 
on board a vessel encountered seaward of the 
territorial sea by officers of the United 
States, or 

"(B) to a port of entry, having been on 
board a vessel encountered within the terri
torial sea or internal waters of the United 
States, 
shall either be detained on board the vessel 
on which such person arrived or in such fa
cilities as are designated by the Attorney 
General or paroled in the discretion of the 
Attorney General pursuant to section 
212(d)(5) pending accomplishment of the pur
pose for which the person was brought or es
corted into the United States or to the port 
of entry, except that no alien shall be de
tained on board a public vessel of the United 
States without the concurrence of the head 
of the department under whose authority the 
vessel is operating.". 

(3) Section 237(a) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1227(a)) is amend
ed-

(A) in the second sentence of paragraph (1) 
by striking "Deportation" and inserting 
"Subject to section 235(d)(2), deportation"; 
and 

(B) in the first sentence of paragraph (2) by 
striking "Ir' and inserting "Subject to sec
tion 235(d)(2), ir'. 
SEC. 412. SPECIAL PORT OF ENTRY EXCLUSION 

FOR ADMISSIONS FRAUD. 
Section 235 of the Immigration and Nation

ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1225), as amended by sec
tion 311(b)(2), is further amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

"(e)(l) Subject to paragraph (d)(2), any 
alien (including an alien crewman) who-

"(A) may appear to the examining immi
gration officer or to the special inquiry offi
cer during the examination before either of 
such officers to be excludable under section 
212(a)(6)(C)(iii) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act may be ordered specially ex
cluded and deported by · the Attorney Gen
eral, either by a special inquiry officer or 
otherwise; or 

"(B) was brought to the United States pur
suant to subsection (d)(3) and who may ap
pear to an examining immigration officer to 
be excludable may be ordered specially ex
cluded and deported by the Attorney General 
without any further inquiry, either by a spe
cial inquiry officer or otherwise. 

"(2) Such special exclusion order is not 
subject to administrative appeal, except that 
the Attorney General shall provide by regu
lation for prompt review of such an order 
against an applicant who claims to have 
been lawfully admitted for permanent resi
dence. A special exclusion order entered in 
accordance with the provisions of this sub
section shall have the same effect as if the 
alien had been ordered excluded and deported 
pursuant to section 236, except that judicial 
review of such an order shall be available 
only under section 106. 

"(3) Nothing in this subsection shall be re
garded as requiring an inquiry before a spe
cial inquiry officer in the case of an alien 
crewman.". 
SEC. 413. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) PRECLUSION OF JUDICIAL REVIEW.-Sec
tion 106 of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1105a) is amended-

(1) by amending the section heading to 
read as follows: "JUDICIAL REVIEW OF ORDERS 
OF DEPORTATION AND EXCLUSION, AND SPECIAL 
EXCLUSION"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(d)(l) Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, and except as provided in this 
subsection, no court shall have jurisdiction 
to review any individual determination, or 
to entertain any other cause or claim, aris
ing from or relating to the implementation 
or operation of sections 208(e), 
212(a)(6)(C)(iii), 235(d), and 235(e). Regardless 
of the nature of the action or claim, or the 
party or parties bringing the action, no 
court shall have jurisdiction or authority to 
enter declaratory, injunctive, or other equi
table relief not specifically authorized in 
this subsection, nor to certify a class under 
Rule 23 of the Federal Rules of Civil Proce
dure. 

"(2) Judicial review of any cause, claim, or 
individual determination covered under 
paragraph (d)(l) shall only be available in 
habeas corpus proceedings, and shall be lim
ited to determinations of-

"(A) whether the petitioner is an alien, if 
the petitioner makes a showing that his or 
her claim of United States nationality is not 
frivolous; 

"(B) whether the petitioner was ordered 
specially excluded; and 

"(C) whether the petitioner can prove by a 
preponderance of the evidence that he or she 
is an alien lawfully admitted for permanent 
residence and is entitled to such further in
quiry as is prescribed by the Attorney Gen
eral pursuant to section 235(e)(2) . 

"(3) In any case where the court deter
mines that an alien was not ordered spe
cially excluded, or was not properly subject 
to special exclusion under the regulations 
adopted by the Attorney General, the court 
may order no relief beyond requiring that 
the alien receive a hearing in accordance 
with section 236, or a determination in ac
cordance with section 235(c) or 273(d). Any 
alien excludable under section 
212(a)(6)(C)(iii) who receives a hearing under 
section 236, whether by order of court or oth
erwise, may thereafter obtain judicial review 
of any resulting final order of exclusion pur
suant to subsection (b). 

"( 4) In determining whether an alien has 
been ordered specially excluded, the court's 
inquiry shall be limited to whether such an 
order was in fact issued and whether it re
lates to the petitioner. There shall be no re
view of whether the alien is actually exclud
able under section 212(a)(6)(C)(iii) or entitled 
to any relief from exclusion.". 

(b) PRECLUSION OF COLLATERAL ATIACKS.
Section 235 of the Immigration and National
ity Act (8 U.S.C. 1225), as amended by sec
tions 311(b)(2) and 312, is further amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

"(f) In any action brought for the assess
ment of penalties for improper entry or re
entry of an alien under sections 275 and 276 of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act, no 
court shall have jurisdiction to hear claims 
collaterally attacking the validity of orders 
of exclusion, special exclusion, or deporta
tion entered under sections 235, 236, and 242 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act." . 
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SEC. 414. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this title shall 
be effective upon the day after the date of 
enactment of this Act, and shall apply to 
aliens who arrive in or seek admission to the 
United States after such date. Notwithstand
ing any other provision of law, the Attorney 
General may issue interim final regulations 
to implement the provisions of such amend
ments at any time after the date of enact
ment of this Act, which regulations may be
come effective upon publication without 
prior notice or opportunity for public com
ment. 

PART B-ENHANCED PENALTIES 
SEC. 421. INCREASED PENALTIES FOR DOCU· 

MENrFRAUD. 
(a) FRAUD AND MISUSE OF IMMIGRATION 

DOCUMENTS.-Section 1546(a) of title 18, Unit
ed States Code, is amended by striking "five 
years" and inserting "ten years". 

(b) FRAUD AND MISUSE OF GOVERNMENT-IS
SUED IDENTIFICATION DOCUMENTS.-Section 
1028(b)(l) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by striking "five years" and insert
ing "ten years" . 

(C) CHANGES TO THE SENTENCING LEVELS.
Pursuant to section 944 of title 28, United 
States Code, and section 21 of the Sentencing 
Act of 1987, the United States Sentencing 
Commission shall promulgate guidelines, or 
amend existing guidelines, relating to de
fendants convicted of violating, or conspir
ing to violate, sections 1546(a) and 1028(a) of 
title 18, United States Code. The basic of
fense level under section 2L2.1 of the United 
States Sentencing Guidelines shall be in
creased to-

(1) not less than offense level 15 if the of
fense involved 1,000 or more documents; 

(2) not less than offense level 20 if the of
fense involved 2,000 or more documents, or if 
the documents were used to facilitate any 
other criminal activity described in section 
212(a)(2)(A)(i)(II) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(A)(i)(II)) or in 
section 101(a)(43) of such Act, as amended by 
this Act; 

(3) not less than offense level 25 if the of
fense involved~ 

(A) the provision of documents to a person 
known or suspected of engaging in a terror
ist activity (as such terms are defined in sec
tion 212(a)(3)(B) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(3)(B)); 

(B) the provision of documents to facilitate 
a terrorist activity or to assist a person to 
engage in terrorist activity (as such terms 
are defined in section 212(a)(3)(B) of the Im
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1182(a)(3)(B)); or 

(C) the provision of documents to persons 
involved in racketeering enterprises (as such 
acts or activities are defined in section 1952 
of title 18, United States Code). 
SEC. 422. PENALTIES FOR FAILURE TO DISCLOSE 

ROLE AS PREPARER OF FRAUDU· 
LENr DOCUMENrS. 

(a) ACTIVITIES PROHIBITED.-Section 274C(a) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1324c(a)) is amended-

(1) by striking "or" at the end of paragraph 
(3); 

(2) by striking the period and inserting ", 
or" at the end of paragraph (4); and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(5) in reckless disregard of the fact that 
the information is false or does not relate to 
the applicant, to prepare, to file, or to assist 
another in preparing or filing, documents 
which are falsely made (including but not 
limited to documents which contain false in
formation, contain material misrepresenta-

tions, or information which does not relate 
to the applicant) for the purpose of satisfy
ing a requirement of this Act.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS FOR CIVIL 
PENALTIES.-Section 274C(d)(3) of the Immi
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1324c(d)(3)) is amended by striking "each 
document used, accepted, or created and 
each instance of use, acceptance, or cre
ation" each of the two places it appears and 
inserting "each instance of a violation under 
subsection (a}". 

(C) CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR FAILURE TO 
DISCLOSE ROLE AS DOCUMENT PREPARER.
Section 274C of the Immigration and Nation
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1324c) is amended by add
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

"(e) CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR FAILURE To 
DISCLOSE ROLE AS DOCUMENT PREPARER.-(1) 
Whoever, in any matter within the jurisdic
tion of the Service under section 208 of this 
Act, knowingly and willfully fails to dis
close, conceals, or covers up the fact that 
they have, on behalf of any person and for a 
fee or other remuneration, prepared or as
sisted in preparing an application which was 
falsely made (as defined in section 274C(a)) 
for immigration benefits pursuant to section 
208 of this Act, or the regulations promul
gated thereunder, shall be guilty of a felony 
and shall be fined in accordance with title 18, 
United States Code, imprisoned for not less 
than 2 nor more than 5 years, or both, and 
prohibited from preparing or assisting in pre
paring, regardless of whether for a fee or 
other remuneration, any other such applica
tion. 

"(2) Whoever, having been convicted of a 
violation of paragraph (1), knowingly and 
willfully prepares or assists in pr'eparing an 
application for immigration benefits pursu
ant to this Act, or the regulations promul
gated thereunder, regardless of whether for a 
fee or other remuneration, shall be guilty of 
a felony and shall be fined in accordance 
with title 18, United States Code, imprisoned 
for not less than 5 years nor more than 15 
years, or both, and prohibited from preparing 
or assisting in preparing any other such ap
plication.". 
SEC. 423. CIVIL PENALTIES FOR FRAUD, MIS. 

REPRESENrATION, AND FAILURE TO 
PRESENr DOCUMENrS. 

Section 274C(a) (8 U.S.C. 1324c(a)), as 
amended by section 412 of this Act, is further 
amended-

(1) by striking "or" at the end of paragraph 
(4); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (5) and inserting "; or"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(6) to present before boarding a common 
carrier for the purpose of coming to the 
United States a document which relates to 
the alien's eligibility to enter the United 
States and to fail to present such document 
to an immigration officer upon arrival at a 
United States port of entry. 
The Attorney General may, in his or her dis
cretion, waive the penalties of this section 
with respect to an alien who knowingly vio
lates paragraph (6) if the alien is granted 
asylum under section 208 or withholding of 
deportation under section 243(h).". 
SEC. 424. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this title shall 
apply to offenses or violations occurring 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

TITLE V-ASYLUM REFORM 
SEC. 501. PENALTIES FOR FRIVOLOUS APPLICA· 

TIONS. 
(a) CIVIL PENALTIES.-

(1) PROlilBITED ACTIVITIES.-Section 274C of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1324c), as amended by sections 412 and 
413 of this Act, is further amended by insert
ing at the end of subsection (a) the following · 
new sentence: "For the purposes of this sub
section, the phrase 'falsely make any docu
ment' includes the preparation or provision 
of any application for benefits under this Act 
which was made knowingly or in reckless 
disregard of the fact that such application 
has no basis in law or fact or which other
wise fails to contain information pertaining 
to the applicant.". 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by paragraph (1) applies to the prepara
tion of applications before, on, or after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) CRIMINAL PENALTIES.-The fourth para
graph of section 1546(a) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"Whoever knowingly makes under oath, or 
as permitted under penalty of perjury under 
section 1746 of title 28, United States Code, 
knowingly subscribes as true, any false 
statement with respect to a material fact in 
any application, affidavit, or other document 
required by the immigration laws or regula
tions prescribed thereunder, or knowingly 
presents any such application, affidavit, or 
other document which contains any such 
false statement or which fails to contain 
any reasonable basis in law or fact-". 
SEC. 502. ASYLUM AND WORK AUTHORIZATION. 

Section 208 of the Immigration and Nation
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1158) is amended by add
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

"(f) An applicant for asylum may not en
gage in employment in the United States ex
cept pursuant to this subsection. The Attor
ney General may deny, suspend, or otherwise 
place conditions on any application for or 
grant of authorization to engage in employ
ment in the United States to any alien who 
makes an application under this section. The 
Attorney General shall issue regulations to 
prescribe the conditions for denial, suspen
sion, or conditioning of such authorization, 
and shall include in such regulations a plan 
to address sudden, substantial increases in 
asylum applications and repeated attempts 
by aliens to gain such authorization without 
stating a credible fear of persecution.". 
SEC. 503. RESOURCES TO ADDRESS ASYLUM 

BACKLOG. 
(a) PURPOSE AND PERIOD OF AUTHORIZA

TION .-For the purpose of reducing the num
ber of applications pending under sections 
208 and 243(h) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1158 and 8 U.S.C. 1253) 
as of the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Attorney General shall have the authority 
described in subsections (b) and (c) for a pe
riod of 2 years, beginning 90 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) PROCEDURES FOR PROPERTY ACQUISITION 
ON LEASING.-Notwithstanding the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 (40 U.S.C. 471 et seq.), the Attorney Gen
eral is authorized to expend out of funds 
made available to the Department of Justice 
for the administration of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act such amounts as may be 
necessary for the leasing or acquisition of 
property to carry out the purpose described 
in subsection (a). 

(c) USE OF FEDERAL RETIREES.-(1) In order 
to carry out the purpose described in sub
section (a), the Attorney General may em
ploy . temporarily not more than 300 persons 
who, by reason of retirement on or before 
January 1, 1993, are receiving-

(A) annuities under the provisions of sub
chapter III of chapter 83 of title 5, United 
States Code, or chapter 84 of such title; 
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(B) annuities under any other retirement 

system for employees of the Federal Govern-
ment; or · 

(C) retired or retainer pay as retired offi
cers of regular components of the uniformed 
services. 

(2) In the case of a person retired under the 
provisions of subchapter III of chapter 83 of 
title 5, United States Code-

(A) no amounts may be deducted from the 
person's pay, 

(B) the annuity of such person may not be 
terminated, 

(C) payment of annuity to such person may 
not be discontinued, and 

(D) the annuity of such person may not be 
recomputed, 
under section 8344 of such title by reason of 
temporary employment authorized in para
graph (1). 

(3) In the case of a person retired under the 
provisions of chapter 84 of title 5, United 
States Code-

(A) no amounts may be deducted from the 
person's pay, 

(B) contributions to the Civil Service Re
tirement and Disability Fund may not be 
made, and 

(C) the annuity of such person may not be 
recomputed, 
under section 8468 of such title by reason of 
temporary employment authorized in para
graph (1). 

(4) The retired or retainer pay of a retired 
officer of a regular component of a uni
formed service may not be reduced under 
section 5532 of title 5, United States Code, by 
reason of temporary employment authorized 
in paragraph (1). 

(5) The President shall apply the provisions 
of paragraphs (2) and (3) to persons referred 
to in paragraph (l)(B) in the same manner 
and to the same extent as such prov1s10ns 
apply to persons referred to in paragraph 
(l)(A). 
SEC. 504. REDUCTION OF INCENTIVES TO DELAY 

PROCEEDINGS. 
(a) RELIEF UNDER SECTION 212(c).-Section 

212(c) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(c)) is amended-

(!) by ·redesignating suosection (c) as sub
section (c)(l); and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
"(2) For the purpose of satisfying the 7-

year period described in paragraph (1), no 
time shall count toward such period after 
the alien has received an order to show cause 
issued under section 242 or 242B.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to all ap
plications for relief under section 212(c) or 
244 of the Immigration and Nationality Act 
filed after the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 505. PARTIAL REVOCATION OF EXECUTIVE 

ORDER. 
Section 4 of Executive Order No. 12711 of 

April 11, 1990, and any rule, regulation, or 
order issued under that section, shall be of 
no force or effect, except that nothing in this 
Act shall invalidate, or otherwise retro
actively affect, any final determination of 
eligibility for asylum made before the date 
of enactment of this Act. 
TITLE VI-BORDER CROSSING USER FEE 

SEC. 601. IMPOSITION OF FEES. 
(a) LAND BORDER AND PORT OF ENTRY USER 

FEE ACCOUNT.-Section 286(q) of the Immi
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1356(q)) 
is amended to read as follows: 

"(q) LAND BORDER AND PORT OF ENTRY 
USER FEE ACCOUNT.-(1) The Attorney Gen
eral, after consultation with the Secretary of 
State, shall impose at the time of a person's 

entry into the United States by land or by 
sea a fee of $1 for the person's use of border 
or port facilities and services of the Immi
gration and Naturalization Service. 

"(2) Notwithstanding subsection (b), the 
Attorney General may-

"(A) adjust the border crossing user fee pe
riodically to compensate for inflation and 
other escalation in the cost of carrying out 
the purposes of this Act; and 

"(B) develop and implement special dis
counted fee programs for frequent border 
crossers including, but not limited to, com
muter coupon books or passes. 

"(3) All fees collected under paragraph (1) 
shall be deposited as offsetting receipts in a 
separate account within the general fund of 
the Treasury of the United States and shall 
remain available until expended. Such ac
count shall be known as the 'Land Border 
and Port of Entry User Fee Account'. 

"(4)(A) The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
refund out of the Land Border and Port of 
Entry User Fee Account, at least on a quar
terly basis, amounts to any appropriations 
for expenses incurred in providing inspection 
services at land border points and seaports of 
entry. Such expenses shall include..:.... 

"(i) the provision of inspection services; 
"(ii) the operation and maintenance of in

spection facilities at land border and seaport 
points of entry; 

"(iii) the expansion, operation, and main
tenance of information systems for immi
grant control; 

"(iv) the hire of additional permanent and 
temporary inspectors, including those au
thorized by section 111 of the Illegal Immi
gration Control and Enforcement Act of 1994; 

"(v) the minor construction costs associ
ated with the addition of new traffic lanes 
(with the concurrence of the General Serv
ices Administration), including the estab
lishment of commuter lanes to be made 
available to qualified United States citizens 
and aliens, as determined by the Attorney 
General; 

"(vi) the detection of fraudulent docu
ments used by persons seeking to enter the 
United States; and 

"(vii) providing for the administration of 
the Land Border and Port of Entry User Fee 
Account. 

"(B) Beginning with the fiscal year which 
begins after the effective date of this sub
section, amounts required to be refunded in 
any fiscal year shall be refunded in accord
ance with estimates made in the budget re
quest of the Attorney General for that fiscal 
year. Any proposed change in an amount 
specified in such budget request shall only be 
made after notification, at least 15 days in 
advance of the proposed refund, to the Com
mittees on Appropriations of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate in accord
ance with section 606 of Public Law 101-162. 

"(5) Beginning two years after the date of 
enactment of this Act, and every two years 
thereafter, the Attorney General shall pre
pare and submit to the Congress a report 
containing-

"(A) a statement of the financial condition 
of the Land Border and Port of Entry User 
Fee Account, including the beginning ac
count balance, revenues, withdrawals, and 
ending account balance and projection for 
the next two fiscal years; and 

"(B) a recommendation, if necessary, re
garding any adjustment in the prescribed fee 
that may be required to ensure that the re
ceipts collected from the fee charged for the 
succeeding two-year period equal, as closely 
as possible, the cost of providing the facili
ties and services described in paragraph (1). ". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-(1) The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect 6 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

(2) Not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Attorney General 
shall submit in writing to the Committees 
on the Judiciary and the Committees on Ap
propriations of the House of Representatives 
and of the Senate a plan detailing the pro
posed implementation of section 286(q) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (as amend
ed by this Act). 

(3) Effective 6 months after the date of en
actment of this Act, the fourth proviso under 
the heading "Immigration and Naturaliza
tion Service, Salaries and Expenses" in Pub
lic Law 103-121 is repealed. 

(c) FURTHER USE OF FUND FOR BORDER SE
CURITY.-(!) Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, upon the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
refund at the beginning of each fiscal year to 
the Appropriation Account of the Immigra
tion and Naturalization Service funds in the 
Land Border Inspection Fee Account which 
remain unobligated from the preceding fiscal 
year, for use as follows: 

(A) For the hiring, training, support, and 
equipping of-

(i) Border Patrol agents, and of related 
support personnel authorized in section 111 
of this Act; 

(ii) the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service land-border inspectors authorized by 
section 121 of this Act; 

(iii) the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service investigators authorized by section 
221 of this Act; 

(iv) the Department of Labor inspectors 
authorized by section 231 of this Act; and 

(v) the Assistant United States Attorneys 
authorized by section 232 of this Act. 

(B) Not to exceed a total of $5,000,000 in fis
cal years 1995 and 1996, to carry out the 
project described in section 134. 

(C) The identification, detention, and de
portation of individual aliens subject to final 
orders of deportation. 

(D) To the extent available-
(i) for costs relating to land border cross

ing infrastructure improvement as author
ized by section 122 of this Act; 

(ii) for costs relating to the acquisition by 
the Department of Justice of technology and 
equipment as authorized by section 114 of 
this Act; 

(iii) for the cost of facilitating and expand
ing the activities of the Organized Crime and 
Drug Enforcement Interagency Task Force 
in order to fully abate the flow of narcotics 
and other illegal drugs into the United 
States; 

(iv) for the cost of increasing rewards for 
information leading to the arrest and convic
tion of terrorists; 

(v) for the cost of conducting classes, or 
otherwise assisting or encouraging, legal im
migrants to the United States to · attain 
American citizenship; and 

(vi) for the cost of such other activities 
that, in the discretion of the Attorney Gen
eral, will reduce: illegal transit of the Na
tion's borders, the flow of illegal drugs 
across such borders, the time necessary to 
process applications for asylum in the Unit
ed States, and the number of alien criminals 
incarcerated in this country. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Department of Justice such additional 
funds as may be necessary to satisfy the re
quirements of this Act not otherwise funded 
by this title.• 
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

s . 173 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. CHAFEE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 173, a bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide for a 
more gradual period of transition 
(under a new alternative formula with 
respect to such transition) to the 
changes in benefit computation rules 
enacted in the Social Security Amend
ments of 1977 as such changes apply to 
workers born in the years after 1916 
and before 1927 (and related bene
ficiaries) and to provide for increases 
in such worker's benefits accordingly, 
and for other purposes. 

s . 1138 

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the 
name of the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
COHEN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1138, a bill to provide resources for 
child-centered activities conducted, 
where possible, in public school facili
ties. 

s. 1443 

At the request of Mr. FAIRCLOTH, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1443, a bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 to repeal the excise 
tax on luxury passenger vehicles. 

s . 1495 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SHELBY] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1495, a bill to repeal the reduction 
in the deductible portion of expenses 
for business meals and entertainment. 

s. 1669 

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
REID] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1669, a bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 to allow homemakers 
to get a full IRA deduction. 

s . 1942 

At the request of Mr. EXON, the name 
of the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
DORGAN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1942, a bill to authorize appropriations 
for the local rail freight assistance pro
gram. 

s. 1951 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KERRY] and the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] were added as co
sponsors of S. 1951, a bill to establish a 
comprehensive system of reemploy
ment services, training and income 
support for permanently laid off work
ers, to facilitate the establishment of 
one-stop career centers to serve as a 
common point of access to employ
ment, education and training informa
tion and services, to develop an effec
tive national labor market information 
system, and for other purposes. 

s. 2118 

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. CAMPBELL] was added as a cospon-

sor of S. 2118, a bill to improve the na
tional crime database and create a 
Federal cause of action for early re
lease of violent felons. 

s. 2120 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. PELL] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2120, a bill to amend and extend the 
authorization of appropriations for 
public broadcasting, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 2178 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. CAMPBELL] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 2178, a bill to provide a pro
gram of compensation and health re
search for illnesses arising from service 
in the Armed Forces during the Per
sian Gulf war. 

S.J . RES. 165 

At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI], and the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] were added as co
sponsors of S.J. Res. 165, a joint resolu
tion to designate the month of Septem
ber 1994 as "National Sewing Month." 

S. CON. RES. 66 

At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
names of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. EXON] and the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG] were added as 
cosponsors of S . Con. Res. 66, a concur
rent resolution to recognize and en
courage the convening of a National 
Silver Haired Congress. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 224-0RIGI
NAL RESOLUTION REPORTED TO 
AMEND THE STANDING RULES 
OF THE SENATE FOR THE USE 
OF THE RECORDING STUDIO AND 
MASS MAILINGS WITH RESPECT 
TO UNCONTESTED ELECTIONS 

Mr. FORD, from the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, reported the 
following original resolution; which 
was placed on the calendar: 

S. RES. 224 
Resolved , That (a) paragraph 1 of rule XL of 

the Standing Rules of the Senate is amended 
by striking the period at the end and insert
ing " , unless the candidacy of the Senator in 
such election is uncontested.". 

(b) Paragraph 6(a) of rule XL of the Stand
ing Rules of the Senate is amended by strik
ing the period at the end and inserting ", un
less the candidacy of the Senator in such 
election is uncontested. ". 

SENATE RESOLUTION 225-0RIGI
NAL RESOLUTION REPORTED RE
LATING TO THE PURCHASE OF 
CALENDARS 

Mr. FORD, from · the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, reported the 
following original resolution; whic.h 
was placed on the calendar: 

S. RES. 225 

Resolved, That the Committee on Rules and 
Administration is authorized to expend from 

the contingent fund of the Senate, upon 
vouchers approved by the chairman of that 
committee, not to exceed $79,040 for the pur
chase of one hundred and four thousand 1995 
"We the People" calendars. The calendars 
shall be distributed as prescribed by the 
committee. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 226-EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE RELATIVE TO NEGOTIA
TIONS UNDER THE PACIFIC 
SALMON TREATY 
Mr. GORTON (for himself, Mr. STE

VENS, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. PACKWOOD, 
and Mr. HATFIELD) submitted the fol
lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation: 

S . RES. 226 
Whereas , customary internati.onal law and 

the United Nations Convention on the Law 
of the Sea guarantee the right of passage, in
cluding innocent passage, of vessels through 
waters commonly referred to as the "Inside 
Passage" off the Pacific coast of Canada; 

Whereas, Canada is a signatory to the 
United Nations Convention on the Law of 
the Sea; 

Whereas, Canada has recently announced 
that it will require commercial fishing ves
sels of the United States to pay 1,500 Cana
dian dollars to obtain a " license which au
thorizes transit" through certain waters of 
the "Inside Passage" off the Pacific Coast of 
Canada; 

Whereas, such action by Canada may en
danger the lives of Americans who would-if 
unable to · pay the fee-have to take their 
small boats into the open ocean to pass be
tween United States destinations; 

Whereas, Canada has attempted to justify 
this action as necessary to encourage the 
United States to accept changes sought by 
Canada to the Pacific Salmon Treaty; 

Whereas, Canada has announced that this 
transit license is the first of a series of ac
tions designed to be " to Canada's advantage 
and the United States' disadvantage"; 

Whereas, the Canadian transit license has 
no conceivable relationship to fishery man
agement under the Pacific Salmon Treaty; 

Whereas, the United States will not be 
forced to negotiate by illegal acts; 

Whereas, this action is a clear violation of 
international law, including the United Na
tions Convention on the Law of the Sea, and 
in particular Article 26 of that Convention, 
which specifically prohibits such fees; 

Whereas, there is precedent in U.S. law for 
reimbursing American vessels forced to pay 
such fees when the U.S. determines that the 
fees are illegal: Now, therefore be it 

RESOLVED by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States in Congress as
sembled, that-

1. The United States should reimburse the 
owner of any United States fishing vessel 
forced to pay such transit license fee in ac
cordance with section 3 of the Fishermen's 
Protective Act (22 U.S.C. 1973), and should 
seek reimbursement for any such payments 
from Canada under section 5 of that Act (22 
u.s .c. 1975); 

2. To the extent section 3 of the Fisher
men's Protective Act does not allow reim
bursement for vessels which have not been 
"seized, " Congress should amend the Act to 
authorize such reimbursement for all vessel 
owners who pay the transit license fee; 

3. The United States should prohibit the 
use of United States waters off Alaska, in
cluding waters in and near the Dixon en
trance , for purposes of anchorage without 
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proper customs clearance by commercial 
fishing vessels of Canada; 

4. The President should direct the Coast 
Guard to take all steps necessary in accord
ance with the recognized principles of inter
national law to provide for safety of U.S. 
citizens exercising their right of passage in 
Canadian waters. 

5. The President should review all agree
ments between the United States and Canada 
to identify other actions that may be taken 
to convince Canada that continuation of the 
transit license policy would be against Can
ada's long term interests, and should imme
diately implement any actions which the 
President deems appropriate until Canada 
rescinds the policy; 

6. The President should immediately con
vey to Canada in the strongest terms that 
the United States will not now, nor at any 
time in the future, tolerate any action by 
Canada which would impede or otherwise re
strict the right of passage of United States 
vessels in violation of customary inter
national law; and 

7. The United States should redouble its ef
forts to seek expeditious agreement with 
Canada on appropriate fishery conservation 
and management measures that can be im
plemented through the Pacific Salmon Trea
ty to address issues of mutual concern. · 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRA
TION AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 
1994 

D'AMATO AMENDMENT NO. 1782 

Mr. D'AMATO proposed an amend
ment to the bill (S. 1491) to amend the 
Airport and Airway Improvement Act 
of 1982 to authorize appropriations, and 
for other purposes; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs [special subcommit
tee] shall conduct an investigation into, 
study of, and hearings on, all matters which 
have any tendency to reveal the full facts 
about the circumstances surrounding and 
the propriety of the commodities-futures 
trading activities of Hillary Rodham Clin
ton. 

MITCHELL AMENDMENT NO. 1783 

Mr. DASCHLE (for Mr. MITCHELL) 
proposed an amendment to amendment 
No. 1782 proposed by Mr. D'AMATO to 
the bill S. 1491, supra; as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed insert the 
following: 

(1) Additional Hearings: In the fulfillment 
of the Senate's constitutional oversight role, 
additional hearings on the matters identified 
in the resolution passed by the Senate by a 
vote of 98-0 on March 17, 1994 should be au
thorized as appropriate under, and in accord
ance with, the provisions of that re·solution. 

(2) Any additional hearings should be 
structured and sequenced in such a manner 
that in the judgement of the two Leaders 
they would not interfere with the ongoing 
investigation of Special Counsel Robert B. 
Fiske, Jr. 

MURKOWSKI AMENDMENT NO. 1784 
Mr. MURKOWSKI proposed an 

amendment to the bill S. 1491, supra; as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing: 
· Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs [special subcommit
tee] shall conduct an investigation into, 
study of, and hearings on, all matters which 
have any tendency to reveal the full facts 
about the Resolution Trust Corporation's in
ternal handling of the criminal referrals con
cerning Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan 
Association. The term "Madison Guaranty 
Savings and Loan Association" includes any 
subsidiary company, affiliated company, or 
business owned or controlled, in whole or in 
part, by Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan 
Association, its officers, directors, or prin
cipal shareholders. 

MITCHELL AMENDMENT NO. 1785 
Mr. DASCHLE (for Mr. MITCHELL) 

proposed an amendment to amendment 
No. 1784 proposed by Mr. MURKOWSKI to 
the bill S. 1491, supra; as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed insert the 
following: 

(1) Additional hearings: in the fulfillment 
of the Senate's constitutional oversight role, 
additional hearings on the matters identified 
in the resolution passed by the Senate by a 
vote of 98-0 on March 17, 1994 should be au
thorized as appropriate under, and in accord
ance with, the provisions of that resolution. 

(2) Any additional hearings should be 
structured and sequenced in such a manner 
that in the judgement of the two Leaders 
they would not interfere with the ongoing 
investigation of Special Counsel Robert B. 
Fiske, Jr. 

LOTT AMENDMENT NO. 1786 
Mr. LOTT proposed an amendment to 

the bill S. 1491, supra; as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the follow

ing: 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, for purposes of conducting such 
hearings and related activities of the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af
fairs required under this Act, such hearings 
shall begin on a date no later than July 15, 
1994. 

MITCHELL AMENDMENT NO. 1787 

Mr. MITCHELL proposed an amend
ment to amendment No. 1786 proposed 
by Mr. LOTT to the bill S. 1491, supra; 
as follows: 

Strike the matter proposed and insert the 
following: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, for purposes of conducting such 
hearings and related activities of the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af
fairs required under this Act, such hearings 
shall begin on a date no later than July 29, 
1994, or within 30 days after the conclusion of 
the first phase of the independent counsel's 
investigation, whichever is the earlier. 

SPECTER AMENDMENT NO. 1788 
Mr. SPECTER proposed an amend

ment to the bill S. 1491, supra; as fol
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the Cammi ttee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs shall conduct an in
vestigation into, study of, and hearings on, 
all matters which have any tendency to re
veal the full facts about the independence of 
the Resolution Trust Corporation, Federal 
banking agencies, and other Federal regu
latory agencies, including any improper con
tacts among officials of the White House, the 
Department of the Treasury, the Resolution 
Trust Corporation, the Office of Thrift Su
pervision, and any other Federal agency. 

MITCHELL AMENDMENT NO. 1789 

Mr. MITCHELL proposed an amend
ment to amendment No. 1788 proposed 
by Mr. SPECTER to the bill s. 1491, 
supra; as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed insert the 
following: 

(1) Additional Hearings: In the fulfillment 
of the Senate's constitutional oversight role, 
additional hearings on the matters identified 
in the resolution passed by the Senate by a 
vote of 98--0 on March 17, 1994 should be au
thorized as appropriate under, and in accord
ance with, the provisions of that resolution. 

(2) Any additional hearings should be 
structured and sequenced in such a manner 
that in the judgment of the two Leaders they 
would not interfere with the ongoing inves
tigation of Special Counsel Robert B. Fiske, 
Jr. 

BOND AMENDMENT NO. 1790 

Mr. BOND proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 1491, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs shall conduct an in
vestigation into, study of, and hearings on, 
all matters which have any tendency to re
veal the full facts about the Department of 
Justice's handling of the Resolution Trust 
Corporation's criminal referrals relating to 
Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan Asso
ciation. The term "Madison Guaranty Sav
ings and Loan Association" includes any 
subsidiary company, affiliated company, or 
business owned or controlled, in whole or in 
part, by Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan 
Association, its officers, directors, or prin
cipal shareholders. 

MITCHELL AMENDMENT NO. 1791 

Mr. MITCHELL proposed an amend
ment to amendment No. 1790 proposed 
by Mr. BOND to the bill S. 1491, supra; 
as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed insert the 
following: 

(1) Additional Hearings: In the fulfillment 
of the Senate's constitutional oversight role, 
additional hearings on the matters identified 
in the resolution passed by the Senate by a 
vote of 98--0 on March 17, 1994 should be au
thorized as appropriate under, and in accord
ance with, the provisions of that resolution. 

(2) Any additional hearings should be 
structured and sequenced in such a manner 
that in the judgement of the two Leaders 
they would not interfere with the ongoing 
investigation of Special Counsel Robert B. 
Fiske, Jr. 
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BOND AMENDMENT NO. 1792 

Mr. BOND proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 1491, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs shall conduct an in
vestigation into, study of, and hearings on, 
all matters which have any tendency to re
veal the full facts about the sources of fund
ing and the lending practices of Capital Man
agement Services, Inc., and its supervision 
and regulation by the Small Business Ad
ministration, including loans to Susan 
McDougal and the alleged diversion of funds 
to Whitewater Development Corporation. 

MITCHELL AMENDMENT NO. 1793 
Mr. MITCHELL proposed an amend

ment to amendment No. 1792 proposed 
by Mr. BOND to the bill S. 1491, supra; 
as follows: 

In lieu of the matters proposed insert the 
following. 

(1) Additional Hearings: In the fulfillment 
of the Senate's constitutional oversight role , 
additional hearings on the matters identified 
in the resolution passed by the Senate by a 
vote of 98-0 on March 17, 1994 should be au
thorized as appropriate under, and in accord
ance with, the provisions of that resolution. 

(2) Any additional hearings should be 
structured and sequenced in such a manner 
that in the judgement of the two Leaders 
they would not interfere with the ongoing 
investigation of Special Counsel Robert B. 
Fiske, Jr. 

McCONNELL AMENDMENT NO. 1794 . 
Mr. McCONNELL proposed an 

amendment to the bill S. 1491, supra; as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs shall conduct an in
vestigation into, study of, and hearings on, 
all matters which have any tendency to re
veal the full facts about any issues developed 
during, or arising out of, the hearings con
ducted by the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs under this Act. 

MITCHELL AMENDMENT NO. 1795 
Mr. FORD (for Mr. MITCHELL) pro

posed an amendment to amendment 
No. 1794 proposed by Mr. MCCONNELL to 
the bill S. 1491, supra; as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed insert the 
following: 

(1) Additional Hearings: In the fulfillment 
of the Senate's constitutional oversight role, 
additional hearings on the matters identified 
in the resolution passed by the Senate by a 
vote of 98-0 on March 17, 1994 should be au
thorized as appropriate under, and in accord
ance with, the provisions of that resolution. 

(2) Any additional hearings should be 
structured and sequenced in such a manner 
that in the judgment of the two Leaders they 
would not interfere with the ongoing inves
tigation of Special Counsel Robert B. Fiske, 
Jr." 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Armed Services be authorized to meet 
on Wednesday, June 15, 1994, at 3 p.m. 
in executive session, to consider the 
nominations of Adm. Charles R. 
Larson, USN and Lt. Gen. Buster C. 
Glosson, USAF to retire in grade. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous . consent that the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
be authorized to meet during the ses
sion of the Senate on Wednesday, June 
15, beginning at 10 a.m. to conduct a 
hearing on the future of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank System. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that . the Senate Com
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on June 15, 1994, at 10 a.m. on the 
NOAA authorization. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Finance be permitted to meet today, 
Wednesday, June 15, 1994, at 10 a.m., to 
hear testimony on S. 1870, the Retire
ment Protection Act of 1993; hear testi
mony on the nomination of Valerie 
Lau to be Inspector General of the 
Treasury Department; to consider the 
nomination of Valerie Lau to be the In
spector General of the Treasury De
partment; and to consider the nomina
tion of Ronald Noble to be Under Sec
retary of the Treasury-Enforcement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, June 15, 1994, at 5 p.m. 
to receive a closed briefing from the 
administration on the North Korea nu
clear situation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Indian Affairs be authorized to meet on 
Wednesday, June 15, 1994, beginning at 
9:30 a.m., in 485 Russell Senate Office 
Building on S. 2036, the Indian Self-De
termination Contract Reform Act of 
1994. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 

. the Judiciary be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, June 15, 1994 at 2:30 p.m. to 
hold a hearing on "proposals in Immi
gration Reform. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources be author
ized to meet on June 15, 1994 at 11 a.m. 
for an executive session to consider S. 
1513, and H.R. 6, Improving America's 
Schools Act, and pending nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CLEAN WATER, FISHERIES 
AND WILDLIFE 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Clean Water, Fisheries and Wildlife, 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works, be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes
day, June 15, beginning at 9:30 a.m., to 
conduct a hearing on Reauthorization 
of the Endangered Species Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSTITUTION 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the subcommittee 
on Constitution, of the Committee on 
the Judiciary, be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, June 15, 1994, at 10 a.m., to 
hold a hearing on line-item veto. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL SERVICES, POST 
OFFICE, AND CIVIL SERVICE 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Federal Services, Post Office, and 
Civil Service, Committee on Govern
mental Affairs, be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, June 15, 1994, to review 
arms export licensing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC 
POLICY, TRADE, OCEANS AND ENVIRONMENT 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on International Economic Policy, 
Trade, Oceans and Environment of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, be 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Wednesday, June 15, 
1994, at 9:30 a.m. to markup legislation 
on the foreign aid reform proposal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

THE GROWING INTERNATIONAL 
DRUG PROBLEM 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without • Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, there 
objection, it is so ordered. is an issue of great importance which I 
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feel needs to be addressed imme
diately-drug trafficking-which has 
reached enormous proportions through
out the world. Recently, I addressed 
the serious drug production and traf
ficking problem in Syria where 90 per
cent of all arable land in Syria's Bekaa 
Valley is being used to cultivate and 
transship narcotics. But the incredible 
drug trade boom is not limited to 
Syria. The situation in Southeast Asia 
is equally appalling. The Golden Tri
angle is fast becoming the leader in il
legal narcotics cultivation in the 
world. The Golden Triangle area of 
Laos, · Burma, and Thailand cultivated 
194,720 hectares of opium in 1993, an 
amount equal to the cocaine cultiva
tion in the Andean mountain region. 
Yet little attention is being focused on 
this enormous problem. 

Much of the opium produced in the 
Golden Triangle passes through Nigeria 
before reaching Europe or the United 
States. We cannot hypocritically pro
claim our support for the universal war 
on drugs and then ignore this growing 
problem in the Golden Triangle. The 
situation is quickly becoming out of 
control. We are on the brink of catas
trophe, with the Golden Triangle at the 
epicenter. 

As I mentioned above, Nigeria also 
poses a pressing problem. In Africa, Ni
geria is the main transfer point for 
narcotics from Southeast Asia and 
South America. Levels of corruption in 
the Nigerian Customs Service have 
reached alarming proportions even 
though the Nigerian Government re
cently purged the customs service of 
the violators of the law. Unfortunately, 
history shows that bribery will quickly 
convert new customs officials to the 
corrupted way of life. 

Nigeria has few major dealers inter
nally since there is a very low level of 
narcotics cultivation in the country, 
but transshipment of drugs is a horren
dous problem. Nigeria is the main 
transfer point for drugs, especially co
caine from Brazil and opium from the 
Golden Triangle. Sadly, there is no sig
nificant antidrug trafficking program 
in Nigeria because the Government has 
no motivation to do so. By cutting 
down on the drug flow, they will also 
be cutting down on the cash flow, and 
Nigeria is already an impoverished na
tion. A solution must be found to com
bat the torrent of narcotics pouring 
through Nigeria. 

Mr. President, every one of these sit
uations is critical. The time to act is 
now, because this problem will not go 
away. The longer we delay, the bigger 
the problem will become. We cannot af
ford to stand idly by while these areas 
produce ton after ton of illegal narcot
ics which may end up on our streets 
and maim and kill our youth. The war 
on drugs must be applied equally to all 
corners of the globe. I hope the admin
istration and my colleagues in the Sen
ate will pay attention to the warning 

signs of this growing international 
drug trade, or we will pay a far higher 
price for our inattention and inaction 
down the road.• 

THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 
• Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that an article 
from the March 22, 1994, Birmingham 
News entitled "Why Southern Land
owners Hate Endangered Species" be 
placed into the RECORD. This article, 
written by Mr. Jonathan Tolman of the 
Alexis de Tocqueville Institute, excel
lently capsulizes the unique problems 
facing the Southeast with respect to 
the conflict between private property 
owners and the Endangered Species 
Act. 

WHY SOUTHERN LANDOWNERS HATE 
ENDANGERED SPECIES 

(By Jonathan Tolman) 
If you think the spotted owl debate in the 

Pacific Northwest has been a bruising, 
drawn-out political fight, wait until you see 
what's brewing in the South. 

There isn't just one endangered animal in 
the forests of the Southeast, there are doz
ens. For example, every county in Alabama 
is considered habitat to some endangered 
species. Some counties even have their very 
own endangered species which are found no
where else, like Jefferson County, home to 
the watercress darter, an endangered min
now. 

SO DIFFICULT 

One of the main reasons saving Southern 
endangered species will be so difficult is that 
the Endangered Species Act fails when it 
comes to protecting endangered species on 
private land. And unlike the Pacific North
west, where the federal government owns 53 
percent of the land, in the Southeast the feds 
own a mere 7 percent. 

The Endangered Species Act ignores a 
landowner's property rights and the eco
nomic stake he holds in his property. Be
cause of this deficiency, the act often forces 
landowners to choose between jobs (their 
own) and the environment. 

Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt has been 
doing his best to defuse these private prop
erty conflicts. In November, Babbit signed a 
deal with International Paper to set aside 
4,500 acres in Alabama for the threatened 
Red Hills salamander. Last April, he signed a 
deal with Georgia Pacific to set aside 50,000 
acres around the Southeast for the red 
cockaded woodpecker. 

In the case of the red cockaded wood
pecker, the federal government was effec
tively given a 50,000-acre wildlife refuge for 
the bird. But these huge corporate donations 
may not be enough to save the woodpecker. 
Georgia Pacific land accounts for only about 
20 percent of the woodpeckers that live on 
private land. Where is the other 80 percent 
going to come from? What about the Red 
Hills salamanders that don't live on Inter
national Paper's land? 

If genuine conservation for endangered 
species comes at all, it will have to come 
from small landowners. And there are hun
dreds of thousands of them throughout the 
Southeast. For example, there are more than 
100,000 private forest landowners in Louisi
ana alone, owning two-thirds of all forest 
land in the state. The average landowner 
owns about 140 acres. If a red cockaded wood-

pecker is found on his property, the land
owner has a real problem. 

According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the average territory for red 
cockaded woodpeckers is 200 acres. Under the 
Endangered Species Act virtually the entire 
acreage of the average landowner would be 
required as habitat for the woodpecker. A 
landowner couldn't cut down his trees, he 
couldn't develop his land, he couldn't sell his 
land, he couldn't even use his land as collat
eral for a loan. By just about any definition, 
his land has been taken. 

Even though the landowner's property is 
effectively taken, the federal government 
rarely compensates. This means the individ
ual landowner is forced to bear the costs of 
providing habitat for an endangered species 
while the public accrues all of the supposed 
benefits. Not only is this constitutionally 
dubious, it often has the additional effect of 
turning private landowners against endan
gered species. This is a pattern that has been 
growing more and more common as land
owners realize the impact of having an en
dangered species on their property. 

In some cases landowners try to discourage 
endangered species from taking up residence 
on their property. In 1990, Hillwood Develop
ment, a company owned by billionaire Ross 
Perot, did just that. Concerned that the 
golden-cheeked warbler, an endangered song
bird, would take up residence on its 333 acres 
outside Austin, Texas, the company ex
ploited a legal loophole to change the habi
tat. While the bird was wintering in Central 
America, Hillwood Development hired sev
eral dozen migrant workers, equipped them 
with chainsaws and instructed them to cut 
down trees. Few if any golden-cheeked war
blers have been seen on the property since 
then. 

A less dramatic example is occurring i!'. 
central Louisiana. A private landowner owns 
a large estate which is home to several 
groups of red cockaded woodpeckers. When 
the owner found out the real obligations 
under the Endangered Species Act, he 
changed his management plan. Red cockaded 
woodpeckers prefer to nest in longleaf pine 
trees older than 60 years. In order to prevent 
the woodpeckers from expanding onto the 
rest of his property, the landowner has been 
converting the older longleaf pine into 
younger loblolly pine. 

Then there is the current controversy over 
listing the Alabama sturgeon. The entire 
Alabama congressional delegation is opposed 
to listing the sturgeon. Said Sen. Richard 
Shelby, "The people of Alabama who have 
worked their entire life on the Alabama and 
Tombigbee river systems stand to lose their 
livelihood if this animal is listed as an en
dangered species." According to Sen. Shelby, 
preliminary economic estimates predict that 
the Alabama economy would lose $2 billion a 
year if the fish is listed as endangered. 

The Alabama congressional delegation is 
not the only state delegation to take excep
tion to an endangered species. In 1978, the 
Tellico Dam project on the Little Tennessee 
River was halted by the presence of a threat
ened minnow, the snail darter. The Ten
nessee delegation then pushed through legis
lation which specifically exempted the 
Tellico Dam from the Endangered Species 
Act. Even Vice President Al Gore, then a 
congressman, voted for the legislation and 
against the snail darter. 

In extreme cases people will even kill en
dangered species to protect their property 
rights. In 1987, two Florida land developers 
were indicted and convicted for killing red 
cockaded woodpeckers. In the Pacific North
west this attitude has its own slogan: 
"shoot, shovel and shut up." 
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TOUGH CHOICE 

Repeatedly, the current Endangered Spe
cies Act is forcing citizens to choose between 
their economic survival and the survival of a 
species. As long as they are forced to make 
this decision, endangered species will lose. 
Dr. Eugene Lapointe, who directed the Unit
ed Nations' endangered species program for 
eight years, said it best: " Without the local 
populations' constant involvement, no genu
ine conservation efforts will ever succeed." 

If the Endangered Species Act is to be a 
successful conservation effort it must be re
written so local populations become partici
pants and not opponents to the survival of 
endangered species.• 

WATR--ITS 60TH ANNIVERSARY 
• Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to pay tribute to WATR, a 
family-owned radio station in Water
bury, CT, which has broadcast history
in-the-making, entertainment and pub
lic affairs programs during the past 60 
years. Today, WATR celebrates its 60th 
anniversary broadcasting to Connecti
cut listeners. On a quiet June day in 
1934, the airwaves in Waterbury sizzled 
and crackled when W ATR signed on for 
the first broadcast to listeners in the 
Greater Waterbury area and 
Naugatuck Valley. Over the past 60 
years this station has successfully 
adapted to the changing needs of the 
thousands of listeners who tune in 
every day, every hour. 

During the 1930's WATR broadcast 
President Roosevelt's fireside chats, 
and the radio dramas which many Con
necticut families tuned to each night 
after dinner. The music of the big band 
era, rock and roll, jazz, and country 
have all reached listeners over the air 
waves from Broadcast Lane overlook
ing Waterbury. Thousands of people 
first learned about the landing on Nor
mandy, the bombing of Pearl Harbor, 
President Kennedy's assassination, and 
the landing on the Moon listening to 
network and local newscasts on W ATR. 
And today, WATR continues this dedi
cation to news and to keeping listeners 
informed of events in the community, 
the State, the Nation and the world. 
Talk shows broadcast on WATR give 
listeners an opportunity to speak out 
on the issues that concern them. Up-to
the-minute traffic reports keep com
muters on Interstate 84 and Highway 8 
informed of hazards and commuter 
problems as they merge into this busy 
traffic area. 

Mr. President, I congratulate not 
only the people who work at WATR, 
but the loyal listeners who tune in 
every day. And not only the employees 
and listeners of 1994, but those who 
throughout the past 60 years have 
helped WA TR reach this broadcast an
niversary. 

W ATR has a formula for success 
which is to be admired. I believe the 
difference between WA TR and those 
stations which have come and gone 
over the past 60 years are the people 

who make up W ATR. People who are 
dedicated to their listeners and to the 
community. Over the years, the WATR 
staff have volunteered hundreds of 
hours to raise funds for nonprofit agen
cies and assist in cultural and commu
nity events. Every year, the Sunshine 
Fund campaign raises money and other 
donations for area families, and every 
year it is the people of WATR who 
make this campaign a success. 

I applaud W ATR for the past 21,900 
days of hard work, dedication, and a 
commitment to broadcasting news and 
entertainment to the Greater Water
bury community. No one knows what 
changes will greet W ATR in the next 60 
years, but I know WA TR will meet 
them and continue this commitment of 
service to the families of Connecticut.• 

BALTIC FREEDOM DAY 
• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, the date 
of June 14 holds special meaning for 
the people of Estonia, Latvia, and Lith
uania. On that day in 1941, Soviet 
troops began in earnest their illegal oc
cupation of their countries by deport
ing tens of thousands of Bal tic citizens 
to forced labor and concentration 
camps in Sibera. For the people of the 
Baltic States, June 14, 1941 ushered in 
one of the darkest periods in their his
tory-a period which finally ended half 
a century later with the collapse of the 
Soviet Union. 

During the difficult years of Soviet 
occupation, the Baltic people were bru
talized and their land violated. Baltic
Americans, and others who c.ared about 
the fate of Lithuanians, Latvians, and 
Estonians, used the anniversary of the 
June 14th deportations to focus the 
world's attention on the Baltic peoples' 
tragic fate and to reaffirm United 
States support in their struggle for 
freedom. 

In 1982, with the help of the Baltic
American community, I introduce one 
of the first Senate resolutions offi
cially designating June 14 as "Baltic 
Freedom Day." Unanimous adoption of 
that resolution, which symbolized 
America's enduring solidarity with the 
Baltic peoples' struggle for freedom, 
was repeated each succeeding year, 
until Baltic independence was restored. 
Their success set in motion the inde
pendence fervor which quickly spread 
through the republics of the former So
viet Union. 

Today, the anniversary of this infa
mous date provides an opportunity 
both to honor the Baltic men, women, 
and children who were victimized by 
their Soviet oppressors, and to recom
mit ourselves to supporting the Bal tic 
peoples' arduous task of rebuilding 
their nations and their spirits. 

Mr. President, the task facing the 
Baltic people today is an overwhelming 
one. The urgency of achieving the 
withdrawal of the remaining Russian 
troops from their soil and cleaning up 

their environment, ruined by decades 
of Soviet abuse, are only two of the 
most glaring matters to be resolved. In 
addition, the hardships imposed by the 
difficult transition to free market 
economies, coupled with the continu
ing tensions between Bal ts and ethnic 
Russians living within their borders, 
present special challenges to the citi
zens of these new independent nations. 

The resilience of the Baltic people, 
evidenced by their peaceful and dis
ciplined 50-year struggle against their 
Soviet occupiers, is nothing less than 
remarkable. They deserve our deepest 
admiration and respect. And so, I urge 
my. colleagues to continue to be vigi
lant with respect to the Baltic nations, 
and to continue to lend them the criti
cal support they need as they move to
ward becoming fully sovereign and 
prosperous once again.• 

URBAN YOUTH ACTION: MAKING A 
DIFFERENCE IN PITTSBURGH 

• Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize Urban You th Ac
tion, Inc., which today is celebrating 28 
years of outstanding service to Alle
gheny County. 

Their celebration tonight, "We Are 
the World, We Are the Children," is in 
keeping with the general way all of 
their good programs and projects oper
ate: youth-led and youth-designed. 

Urban Youth Action, Inc. teaches 
students, age 13-19, the values of hard 
work, self-discipline, service, and edu
cation. UYA teaches youngsters how to 
conduct job searches, provides work ex
perience and career exposure place
men ts, imparts life skills, matches 
youngsters with dedicated profes
sionals who serve as mentors, and en
courages higher education. 

Too often in our society, young peo
ple are viewed as dangers, as problems, 
as needing to be fixed. UY A has for 28 
years been turning that around by em
powering a diverse group of youth to 
make a difference in their own lives 
and their own community. For 28 
years, UYA has been showing that 
youth are resources, talent ready to be 
tapped. For 28 years, UYA has been giv
ing flesh to the idea that civil rights 
must be balanced by civic responsibil
ities. 

I salute the staff and board members 
of UYA-especially Ms. Linda Brant 
and Mr. Will Thompkins-and perhaps 
most importantly, the students.• 

NATIONAL PARKINSON'S DISEASE 
AWARENESS WEEK 

Mr. FORD. Now, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Judiciary 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 175, designating "National Parkin
son's Awareness Week"; that the Sen
ate proceed to its immediate consider
ation; that the resolution be deemed 
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read three times, passed, and the mo
tion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table; that the preamble be agreed to 
and any statements appear in the 
RECORD as if read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the joint resolution was deemed 
to have been read three times and 
passed. 

The preamble was deemed to have 
been agreed to. 

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 175), 
with its preamble, is as follows: 

S.J. RES. 175 
Whereas Parkinson's Disease is a chronic 

neurologic, crippling disorder of the nervous 
system; 

Whereas Parkinson's Disease affects more 
than 1,500,000 people of all ages in the United 
States and millions more around the world; 

Whereas no cure is available at this time , 
but extensive research in laboratories 
throughout the world has led to improved 
treatment in alleviating symptoms while 
searching for a cure; and 

Whereas Parkinson support groups, chap
ters, and information and referral centers 
across America are dedicated to developing 
understanding of this disease and commu
nity awareness of Parkinson's Disease by 
promoting discussions, mutual sharing, and 
support among patients and family members 
and by sponsoring educational and medical 
symposiums that help stimulate research: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the week beginning 
June 13, is hereby designated as "National 
Parkinson's Disease Awareness Week". The 
President is authorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation calling upon the people 
of the United States to observe that week 
with appropriate ceremonies and activities. 

BOARD OF VETERANS' APPEALS 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1994 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask that 

the Chair lay before the Senate a mes
sage from the House of Representatives 
on (S. 1904) a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to improve the or
ganization and procedures of the Board 
of Veterans' Appeals. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the following message 
from the House of Representatives: 

Resolved , That the bill from the Senate (S. 
1904) entitled "An Act to amend title 38, 
United States Code , to improve the organiza
tion and procedures of the Board of Veter
ans' Appeals" , do pass with the following 
amendment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Board of Veter
ans ' Appeals Administrative Procedures Im
provement Act of 1994". 
SEC. 2. NUMBER OF MEMBERS OF BOARD OF VET

ERANS' APPEALS. 
Section 7101(a) of title 38, United States Code, 

is amended by striking out " (not more than 
65)". 
SEC. 3. ETHICAL AND LEGAL LIMITATIONS ON 

CHAIRMAN. 
Section 7101(b)(l) of title 38 United States 

Code, is amended by inserting after the first sen-

tence the fallowing new sentence: "The Chair
man shall be subject to the same ethical and 
legal limitations and restrictions concerning in
volvement in political activities as apply to 
judges of the United States Court of Veterans 
Appeals.". 
SEC. 4. ACTING AND TEMPORARY MEMBERS OF 

BOARD OF VETERANS' APPEALS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Subsection (c) of section 

7101 of title 38, United States Code, is amend
ed-

(1) by striking out paragraph (1) and inserting 
in lieu thereof the fallowing: 

"(l)(A) The Chairman may from time to time 
designate one or more employees of the Depart
ment to serve as acting members of the Board. 
Except as provided in subparagraph (B), any 
such designation shall be for a period not to ex
ceed 90 days, as determined by the Chairman. 

"(B) An individual designated as an acting 
member of the Board may continue to serve as 
an acting member of the Board in the making of 
any determination on a proceeding for which 
the individual was designated as an acting 
member of the Board, notwithstanding the ter
mination of the period of designation of the in
dividual as an acting member of the Board 
under subparagraph (A) or (C). 

"(C) An individual may not serve as an acting 
member of the Board for more than 270 days 
during any one-year period. 

" (D) At no time may the number of acting 
members exceed 20 percent of the total of the 
number of Board members and acting Board 
members combined."; 

(2) by striking out paragraph (2); 
(3) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para

graph (2); and 
(4) in paragraph (2), as so redesignated , by 

striking out "the number of temporary Board 
members" and all that follows through the pe
riod at the end and inserting in lieu thereof 
"the number of acting members of the Board 
designated under such paragraph (1) during the 
year for which the report is made.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-(]) Sub
section (e) of such section is amended by strik
ing out "a temporary or" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "an". 

(2) Subsection (d)(3)(B) of such section is 
amended by striking "section 7103(d)" and in
serting in lieu thereof "section 7101(a)". 
SEC. 5. CHAIRMAN'S ANNUAL REPORT ON BOARD 

ACTIVITIES. 
Section 7101(d)(2) of title 38, United States 

Code, is amended-
(]) by striking out "and" at the end of sub

paragraph (D); 
(2) by striking out the period at the end of 

subparagraph (E) and inserting in lieu thereof 
";and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the fallowing new 
subparagraph: 

" (F) the number of employees of the Depart
ment designated under subsection (c)(l) to serve 
as acting members of the Board during that year 
and the number of cases in which each such 
member participated during that year.". 
SEC. 6. DECISIONS BY THE BOARD. 

(a) ACTION BY BV A.-Sections 7102 and 7103 
of title 38, United States Code, are amended to 
read as follows: 
"§7102. Assignment of members of Board 

" (a) A proceeding instituted before the Board 
may be assigned to an individual member of the 
Board or to a panel of not less than three mem
bers of the Board. A member or panel assigned 
a proceeding shall make a determination there
on , including any motion filed in connection 
therewith. The member or panel, as the case 
may be, shall make a report under section 
7104(d) of this title on any such determination , 
which report shall constitute the f inal disposi
tion of the proceeding by the member or panel . 

"(b) A proceeding may not be assigned to the 
Chairman as an individual member. The Chair
man may participate in a proceeding assigned to 
a panel or in a reconsideration assigned to a 
panel of members. 
"§ 7103. Reconsideration; correction of obvious 

errors 
"(a) The decision of the Board determining a 

matter under section 7102 of this title is final 
unless the Chairman orders reconsideration of 
the decision in accordance with subsection (b) . 
Such an order may be made on the Chairman's 
initiative or upon motion of the claimant. 

"(b)(l) Upon the order of the Chairman for re
consideration of the decision in a case, the case 
shall be ref erred-

"( A) in the case of a matter originally heard 
by a single member of the Board , to a panel of 
not less than three members of the Board; or 

"(B) in the case of a matter originally heard 
by a panel of members of the Board , to an en
larged panel of the Board. 

"(2) A panel referred to in paragraph (1) may 
not include the member, or any member of the 
panel, that made the decision subject to recon-
sideration. · 

"(3) A panel reconsidering a case under this 
subsection shall render its decision after review
ing the entire record before the Board. The deci
sion of the panel shall be made by a majority 
vote of the members of the panel. The decision 
of the panel shall constitute the final decision of 
the Board. 

"(c) The Board on its own motion may correct 
an obvious error in the record, without regard to 
whether there has been a motion or order for re
consideration.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of sec
tions at the beginning of chapter 71 of such title 
is amended by striking out the item relating to 
section 7103 and inserting in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: 
"7103. Reconsideration; correction of obvious er

rors.". 
SEC. 7. PROCEDURES RELATING TO APPEALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) Section 7107 of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended to read as fol
lows: 
"§7107. Appeals: dockets; hearings 

"(a)(l) Each case received pursuant to appli
cation for review on appeal shall be considered 
and decided in regular order according to its 
place upon the docket. 

"(2) A case referred to in paragraph (1) may, 
for cause shown, be advanced on motion for ear
lier consideration and determination. Any such 
motion shall set forth succinctly the grounds 
upon which it is based and may not be granted 
unless .the case involves interpretation of law of 
general application affecting other claims or for 
other sufficient cause shown. 

"(b) The Board shall decide any appeal only 
after affording the appellant an opportunity for 
a hearing. 

"(c) A hearing docket shall be maintained and 
formal recorded hearings shall be held by such 
member or members of the Board as the Chair
man may designate. Such member or members 
designated by the Chairman to conduct the 
hearing shall , except in the case of a reconsider
ation of a decision under section 7103 of this 
title, participate in making the final determina
tion of the claim. 

"(d)(l) An appellant may request that a hear
ing before the Board be held at its principal lo
cation or at a facility of the Department located 
within the area served by a regional office of 
the Department. 

"(2) A hearing to be held within an area 
served by a regional office of the Department 
shall (except as provided in paragraph (3)) be 
scheduled to be held in the order in which re
quests for hearings within that area are received 
by the Department. 
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"(3) In a case in which the Secretary is aware 

that the appellant is seriously ill or is under se
vere financial hardship, a hearing may be 
scheduled at a time earlier than would be pro
vided for under paragraph (2). 

"(e)(l) At the request of the Chairman, the 
Secretary may provide suitable facilities and 
equipment to the Board or other components of 
the Department to enable an appellant located 
at a facility within the area served by a regional 
office to participate, through voice transmission 
or through picture and voice transmission, by 
electronic or other means, in a hearing with a 
Board member or members sitting at the Board's 
principal location. 

"(2) When such facilities and equipment are 
available, the Chairman may afford the appel
lant an opportunity to participate in a hearing 
before the Board through the use of such facili
ties and equipment in lieu of a hearing held by 
personally appearing before a Board member or 
panel as provided in subsection (d). Any such 
hearing shall be conducted in the same manner 
as, and shall be considered the equivalent of, a 
personal hearing. If the appellant declines to 
participate in a hearing through the use of such 
facilities and equipment, the opportunity of the 
appellant to a hearing as provided in such sub
section (d) shall not be affected.". 

(2) The item relating to section 7107 in the 
table of sections at the beginning of chapter 71 
of such title is amended to read as follows: 
"7107. Appeals: dockets; hearings.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-(]) Section 
7104(a) of such title is amended by striking out 
the third sentence. 

(2) Section 7110 of such title is repealed. 
(3) The table of sections at the beginning of 

chapter 71 of such title is amended by striking 
out the item relating to section 7110. 
SEC. 8. CROSS-REFERENCE CORRECTION. 

Section 7104(a) of title 38, United States Code, 
is amended by striking out "2ll(a)" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "Sll(a)" . 
SEC. 9. REVISION TO INCOME VERIFICATION RE

QUIREMENTS. 
(a) PARENTS DIC.-Section 1315(e) of title 38, 

United States Code, is amended-
(1) in the first sentence-
( A) by striking out "shall " and inserting in 

lieu thereof "may"; and 
(B) by striking out "each year" and inserting 

in lieu thereof "for a calendar year "; and 
(2) in the second sentence-
( A) by striking out "file with the Secretary a 

revised report" and inserting in lieu thereof 
" notify the Secretary"; and 

(B) by striking out "the estimated". 
(b) PENSION.-Section 1506 of such title is 

amended-
(1) in paragraph (2)-
( A) by striking out "shall" and inserting in 

lieu thereof "may "; and 
(B) by striking out "each year" and inserting 

in lieu thereof "for a calendar year"; and 
(2) in paragraph (3)-
( A) by striking out " file a revised report" and 

inserting in lieu thereof "notify the Secretary"; 
(B) by striking out " estimated " each place it 

appears; and 
(C) by striking out "such applicant 's or recipi

ent's estimate of". 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
as chairman of the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs, I am delighted that the 
Senate is considering S. 1904, a bill to 
improve the organization and proce
dures of the Board of Veterans' Appeals 
[BVA], as passed with amendments by 
the House of Representatives. I urge 
my colleagues to give their unanimous 
support to this bill, which would 

amend certain provisions of title 38, 
United States Code, affecting the oper
ation and procedures of the Board of 
Veterans' Appeals. 

Mr. President, the Senate passed this 
measure on April 21, 1994. My state
ment in support of Senate passage ap
pears in the RECORD on that day, begin
ning on page S4758. On November 22, 
1993, the House passed H.R. 3400, which 
included provisions substantively simi
lar to the provisions in S. 1904. The 
House and Senate Committees on Vet
erans' Affairs reached an agreement 
with respect to these provisions, re
flected in this amendment to S. 1904. I 
am pleased to note that all of the pro
visions that were contained in the Sen
ate-passed version of the bill are in
cluded in the compromise. 

Mr. President, as I have said a num
ber of times in recent months, the VA 
adjudication system currently is in a 
crisis situation, both at the regional 
office level and at the BVA. Put sim
ply, the system is completely broken. 
If we do not begin to address the exist
ing problems now, the situation prom
ises only to worsen. 

Mr. President, my primary goal as 
chairman of the Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs is to ensure that all veter
ans and their family members who look 
to VA for assistance receive quality 
services from VA-no matter what ben
efit they seek. VA exists solely to serve 
this Nation's veterans and their fami
lies. We in Congress are obligated to 
make sure the Department fulfills this 
mission in every respect. 

At the heart of VA's mission is fair, 
efficient, and timely adjudication of 
benefit claims. Timeliness is simply 
vital. Currently, however, VA is not 
living up to this aspect of its respon
sibilities. 

Mr. President, a veteran currently 
waits over 200 days for a decision on an 
original compensation claim, and 
about 2 years for a decision on appeal. 
That is unconscionable. 

Mr. President, BVA's current prob
lems were caused by a number of fac
tors and will require long-term, fun
damental changes. However, there are 
certain immediate changes Congress 
can institute that would allow the 
Board to begin to reduce its present 
backlog and improve its decisionmak
ing timeliness. The pending measure 
would authorize some of those changes 
and would begin to address some of the 
present problems at the VA appellate 
level. 

I am committed to finding perma
nent solutions to the problems faced by 
BVA, but in the interim, th~ measures 
in this bill offer some immediate, 
short-term solutions to the ever-in
creasing average response time at the 
Board. Some of these provisions were 
specifically requested by the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs and the Chairman 
of BV A. VA indicates that these provi
sions will allow BV A to increase its 

productivity and thereby immediately 
begin to reduce the time it currently 
takes the Board to make a decision on 
appeal. 

Mr. President, section 2 of this bill 
would amend section 7101(a) of title 38 
to remove the 65-member limitation on 
the number of members that may be 
appointed to the Board. Removing this 
limitation means that the size of the 
Board may increase as necessary, re
strained only by the appropriation of 
funds. 

Section 3 of this bill would provide 
that the Chairman of the Board is sub
ject to the same ethical and legal limi
tations and restrictions regarding in
volvement in political activities as 
judges on the United States Court of 
Veterans Appeals. These limitations 
and restrictions are found in Canon 7-
A Judge Should Refrain from Political 
Activity-of the Codes of Conduct for 
Judges and Judicial Employees, issued 
by the Judicial Conference of the Unit
ed States. Current law places no such 
restrictions on the Chairman specifi
cally with respect to political activi
ties. 

Mr. President, section 4 of this meas
ure would remove the current provision 
giving the Chairman of BV A authority 
to appoint temporary Board members 
and move the authority to appoint act
ing members from current section 7102 
to section 7101, while keeping intact 
the present limitation on the amount 
of time an individual can serve as an 
acting member. However, the provision 
would specifically allow acting mem
bers of the Board to complete work on 
any pending cases, notwithstanding 
that time limitation. 

The Board has informed the Commit
tee that the Chairman does not use the 
existing authority to appoint tem
porary members. Because the Chair
man has the authority under current 
law to appoint acting members, the ap
pointment of temporary members ap
parently is unnecessary, Removing this 
authority would simply amend the law 
to conform with current practice. 

Section 5 of this bill would require 
the Chairman to include in the annual 
report on Board activities, mandated 
by section 710l(d), information con
cerning acting members appointed dur
ing the year. 

Section 6 of this legislation would 
amend section 7102 of title 38 to allow 
the Chairman of BV A to assign an ap
peal to a single member or to a panel of 
members consisting of at least three 
members. Under current law, appeals 
have to be assigned to a panel of at 
least three members. According to VA, 
the authority to issue single-member 
decisions would increase Board produc
tivity by 27 percent. In turn, this in
crease in productivity would contrib
ute to a reduction in the time it takes 
BV A to make a decision on appeal. The 
Board has estimated that if this au
thority were to be fully effective in 
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June 1994, the average response time 
would be reduced to 600 days by the end 
of May 1995, instead of almost 850 days, 
which BVA estimates it would be if the 
requirement of three-member decisions 
remains in effect. 

Amended section 7102 also would pro
vide that reconsideration of a case 
must be assigned to a panel of members 
if the original appeal was decided by a 
single member, and to an enlarged 
panel of members if the original appeal 
was decided by a panel. In either case, 
the panel carrying out the reconsider
ation could not include any Board 
member who was involved in deciding 
the original appeal. 

Section 6 would allow the Chairman 
to participate in a proceeding on ap
peal or on reconsideration, but only as 
a member of a panel, and not as an in
dividual member. 

Section 7 would allow the Board to 
use electronic or other technological 
means to conduct hearings from V A's 
central office in Washington, D.C., 
while the veteran is located in a local 
regional office or other VA facility. 
Section 7 also would provide that if an 
appellant is seriously ill or is under se
vere financial hardship, the hearing 
may be held earlier that it otherwise 
would be. The provisions in this section 
are intended to help move the hearing 
process more easily and quickly. 

Mr. President, section 9 of this legis
lation would amend section 1506 of title 
38 to eliminate the statutory require
ment that pension recipients file in
come reports. Under current law, VA 
must require income reports for pur
poses of pension eligibility. This meas
ure would give VA discretionary au
thority to require the submission of in
come questionnaires as it deems nec
essary. Further, the bill would also 
amend section 1506 to provide that 
when there is any change in income or 
in the value of the corpus of the indi
vidual's estate, the individual would be 
required to notify VA of the change, 
rather than file a revised income report 
as currently required. 

Section 9 also includes a provision 
that would eliminate the statutory re
quirement for income reports for pur
poses of eligibility for parents' DIC, 
likewise giving VA discretionary au
thority to require the submission of in
come reports by recipients of this 
needs-based benefit. 

Mr. President, VA has computer 
matching programs with the Internal 
Revenue Service [IRS] and the Social 
Security Administration [SSA] for in
come verification purposes, therefore, 
an income report is no longer nec
essary in every case. Allowing VA this 
discretionary authority would help to 
free up significant resources which are 
used to request and process these re
ports. 

Mr. President, this bill would address 
three provisions requested by Sec
retary Brown to alleviate the Board's 

backlog. Specifically, in a February 10, 
1994, letter, Secretary Brown asked for 
my assistance in the enactment of 
measures that would (1) remove the 
limit on the number of Board members, 
(2) allow the Chairman of BV A to as-

. sign appeals to one member of the 
Board for disposition, and (3) remove 
the limitation on the time an acting 
member may serve. 

This bill includes the first two of the 
statutory provisions requested by the 
Secretary, as well as a provision that 
addresses the concerns that led to his 
request for the third provision. 

Mr. President, the amendments in S. 
1904 are vital. Passage of this legisla
tion would represent the beginning of 
an improved appeals system, the ef
fects of which veterans would start to 
feel immediately. Our Nation's veter
ans have a fundamental right to effi
cient processing of their claims for 
benefits-benefits they earned through 
their military service. I stand commit
ted to working over the long term to 
ensure this right, but in the meantime, 
I strongly believe the provisions in this 
bill are a step in the right direction. I 
urge all of my Senate colleagues to 
support this bill. 

Mr. President, I want to express my 
sincere gratitude and appreciation to 
the distinguished ranking Republican 
member of the Senate Committee, Mr. 
MURKOWSKI, all other members of this 
Committee, the chairman of the House 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs, Mr. 
MONTGOMERY, and the members of his 
committee for the cooperative effort to 
enact these measures quickly. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to 
give its unanimous approval to this 
measure so that it can go to the Presi
dent for his signature. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a detailed explanatory state
ment prepared by the two Veterans' Af
fairs Committees that explains the pro
visions of the compromise appear in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

EXPLANATORY STATEMENT ON S. 1904 
S. 1904 reflects a compromise agreement 

that the Senate and House of Representa
tives Committees on Veterans' Affairs have 
reached on certain bills considered in the 
Senate and the House of Representatives 
during the 103d Congress. These are Subtitle 
D of Title XII of H.R. 3400, which the House 
passed on November 22, 1993 (hereinafter re
ferred to·as " House bill"), and S. 1904, which 
the Senate passed on April 21, 1994 (herein
after referred to as "Senate bill"). 

The Committees on Veterans' Affairs of 
the Senate and House of Representatives 
have prepared the following explanation of 
S. 1904 as amended (hereinafter referred to as 
the " compromise agreement" ). Differences 
between the provisions contained in the com
promise agreement and the related provi
sions in the above-mentioned bills are noted 
in this document, except for clerical correc
tions, conforming changes made necessary 
by the compromise agreement, and minor 
drafting, technical , and clarifying changes. 

NUMBER OF MEMBERS OF BOARD OF VETERANS' 
APPEALS 

Current law: Section 7101(a) of title 38, 
United States Code, specifies that the Board 
of Veterans' Appeals may be comprised of no 
more than 65 members in addition to the 
Chairman and Vice Chairman . 

House bill: Section 12301(a) of the House 
bill would revise and restate the provisions 
of section 7101(a) of title 38. As part of that 
revision, section 12301(a) would eliminate the 
65-member limitation on the number of 
members who can serve on the Board of Vet
erans' Appeals in addition to the Chairman 
and Vice Chairman. In addition, the House 
bill would codify the position of Deputy Vice 
Chairman of the Board, to be designated by 
the Chairman. 

Senate bill: Section l(a) would delete the 
language in section 7101(a) which provides 
that the number of Board members, in addi
tion to the Chairman and Vice Chairman, 
may not exceed 65. 

Compromise agreement: Section 2 follows 
the Senate bill. 
ETHICAL AND LEGAL LIMITATIONS OF CHAIRMAN 

Current law: Provisions relating to the 
Chairman of J:;he Board of Veterans' Appeals 
(hereinafter referred to as "Chairman") are 
found in section 7101 of title 38. There are no 
provision in current law that place ethical or 
legal limitations or restrictions on the 
Chairman specifically with respect to politi
cal activities. 

House bill: Section 12301(b) would provide 
that the Chairman of the Board is subject to 
the same ethical and legal limitations and 
restrictions regarding involvement in politi
cal activities as judges on the United States 
Court of Veterans Appeals. These limitations 
and restrictions are found in Canon 7-A 
Judge Should Refrain from Political Activ
ity-of the Codes of Conduct for Judges and 
Judicial Employees, issued by the Judicial 
Conference of the United States. 

Senate bill: No provision. 
Compromise agreement: Section 3 follows 

the House bill. 
ACTING AND TEMPORARY MEMBERS OF THE 

BOARD OF VETERANS' APPEALS 
Current law: Section 7102(a)(2)(A) author

izes the Chairman to designate an employee 
of the Department of Veterans Affairs (here
inafter referred to as "Department" or 
"VA") to serve as an acting member on a 
section of the Board, for a period not to ex
ceed 90 days. The Chairman may designate 
an acting member to serve on a section if the 
section is composed of fewer than three 
members due to the absence of a member, a 
vacancy on the Board, or the inability of a 
member assigned to the section to serve on 
that section. Under section 7102(a)(2)(B), an 
acting member may not serve for more than 
270 days in any 12-month period. 

Section 7101(c) authorizes the Chairman to 
designate Department employees to serve as 
temporary members for a period of not more 
than 1 year. Temporary members may be 
designated when there are fewer than 65 
members of the board and may not serve for 
more than 24 months during any 48-month 
period. 

House bill: As part of a revision of section 
7101 , section 12301(d) of the House bill would 
remove the limitation on the period of time 
acting members are allowed to serve and 
would remove the authority of the Chairman 
to designate temporary members. 

Senate bill: Section l(b) would amend sec
tion 7101(c) to eliminate the authority . to 
designate temporary members. The provision 
authorizing the Chairman to designate act
ing members would be amended and moved 
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from section 7102 to 7101. The new section 
7101 provision would be substantively iden
tical to the current provision in section 7102 
governing acting members, limiting such 
service to 90 days at a time and a total of no 
more than 270 days during any 1-year period. 
The new section 7101 would add a provision 
to permit an acting member to continue to 
serve in that capacity, notwithstanding the 
time limitations, with respect to any pro
ceedings for which the acting member was 
designated. 

Compromise agreement: Section 4 follows 
the Senate bill, with an amendment limiting 
the number of acting members who can serve 
at any time to 20 percent of the total number 
of regular and acting Board members com
bined. 

CHAIRMAN'S ANNUAL REPORT OF BOARD 
ACTIVITIES 

Current law: Section 529 of title 38 requires 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs (herein
after referred to as "Secretary") to submit 
an annual report to Congress including a fi
nancial accounting, a description of all work 
accomplished by the Department, and the ac
tivities of the Department during that fiscal 
year. Section 7101(c)(3) requires the secretary 
to include in this report the number of tem
porary and acting Board members designated 
during the fiscal year covered by the report. 

Section 7101(d) requires the Chairman to 
prepare a report, to be submitted with the 
Secretary's budget request to Congress, at 
the end of each fiscal year on the activities 
of the Board during that year and the pro
jected activities for the fiscal year in which 
the report is prepared and the following fis
cal year. Section 7101(d) does not require the 
Chairman to include any information con
cerning acting or temporary members des
ignated during the year covered in the re
port. 

House bill: Section 12301(d) would remove 
the requirement that the Secretary include 
information concerning temporary members 
in the annual report to Congress, to conform 
with the removal of the authority to des
ignate temporary members. Section 12301(e) 
would require that the Chairman's annual 
report include the names of acting Board 
members designated during the year and the 
number of cases in which each acting mem
ber participated. 

Senate bill: Section l(b) would remove the 
requirement that the Secretary include in
formation concerning temporary members in 
the annual report to Congress. Section l(c) 
would require the Chairman's annual report 
to include only the number of acting mem
bers designated during the year and the 
number of cases in which each acting mem
ber participated. 

Compromise agreement: Section 5 follows 
the Senate bill. 

DECISIONS BY THE BOARD 

Current law: Section 7102(a)(l) authorizes 
the Chairman to divide the board into sec
tions of three members and assign members 
to the sections. 

Section 7102(c) provides that the Chairman 
will assign proceedings to sections of the 
Board. A section will make a decision con
cerning any proceeding assigned to the sec
tion, including any decision regarding mo
tions filed in connection with such a pro
ceeding, and make a report of the section's 
decision, which will be the final disposition 
of the proceeding. 

Section 7103(a) states that a decision of the 
majority of the section will be the decision 
of the section, which is final unless the 
Chairman orders reconsideration of the case. 

House bill: Section 12302(a) would amend 
section 7102 to authorize assignment of a 
proceeding to an individual Board member or 
to a panel of Board members, other than the 
Chairman, who would render a decision on 
the proceeding and make a report on the de
termination. Section 12302(a) would provide 
that decisions of a panel are to be made by 
a majority of the members of the panel. 

Senate bill: Section l(d) is substantively 
similar to section 12302(a) of the House bill, 
except that it would specify that a panel 
must consist of at least three members and 
it would not exclude the Chairman from par
ticipating in a decision on a proceeding, ei
ther individually or on a panel. 

Compromise agreement: Section 6 would 
authorize assignment of a proceeding to an 
individual Board member or to a panel con
sisting of at least three members. The Chair
man would be permitted to participate in a 
proceeding or reconsideration of a decision, 
but only as a member of a panel. 

RECONSIDERATION 

Current law: Section 7103(b) provides that 
when the Chairman orders reconsideration of 
a case, the decision on reconsideration is 
made by an expanded section of the Board. A 
decision of the majority of the expanded sec
tion is final. 

House bill: Section 12302(a) would require 
that after the Chairman orders reconsider
ation of a case, the matter must be referred 
to a panel of at least three members where 
the original decision was rendered by an in
dividual member, and to an enlarged panel 
where the original decision on appeal was 
rendered by a panel of members. This section 
would prohibit the original decisionmakers 
from participating in the reconsideration. 
The decision of a majority of the members of 
the reconsideration panel would be final. 

Senate bill: Section l(d) is substantively 
identical to the House bill. 

Compromise agreement: Section 6 of the 
compromise agreement contains this provi
sion. 

HEARINGS 

Current law: Section 7102(b) provides that 
a hearing docket will be maintained and that 
hearings will be held by the member or mem
bers designated by the Chairman, who must 
be a member or members of the section 
which will make the final decision in the 
case. Section 7104(a) states that the Board 
must afford a claimant the opportunity for a 
hearing before a decision is rendered in the 
case. Section 7110 provides that a claimant 
may request a hearing before a traveling sec
tion of the Board, to be held at a location 
within the area served by a regional office of 
the Department. Hearings before a traveling 
section of the Board are scheduled in the 
order in which the requests for such hearings 
in a particular area are received by the De
partment. Section 7107 governs the docket
ing of appeals. 

House bill: Section 12304 would amend the 
heading of section 7110 to reflect that it con
tains all provisions governing hearings. This 
section would make it clear that an appel
lant may request a hearing at the Board's 
principal location in Washington, D.C., or at 
a regional office of the Department. Section 
12304 also would add authority for the Board 
to schedule a hearing at a time earlier than 
it would otherwise be held, if the claimant is 
seriously ill or is under severe financial 
hardship. This section also would provide au
thority for the Secretary to provide facili
ties and equipment to the Board for purposes 
of allowing an appellant located at a facility 
in an area served by a regional office to par-

ticipate in a hearing with a Board member 
who is at the Board's principal location, 
through voice transmission or picture and 
voice transmission, by electronic or other 
means. This section also would require, how
ever, that the appellant be given the oppor
tunity for a hearing in Washington, D.C., or 
before a traveling member of the Board, if 
the appellant chooses either method over a 
hearing through the use of electronic means. 

Senate bill: With respect to hearings, sec
tion l(e) contains substantively identical 
provisions as in the House bill. However, sec
tion l(e) would repeal section 7110 and would 
move the hearing provisions to section 7107, 
thereby combining the provisions governing 
the docketing of appeals and the scheduling 
of hearings into one section. Provisions of 
existing section 7107 would remain sub
stantively the same. Provisions relating to 
hearings in existing sections 7102, 7104, and 
7110 would be included in the amended sec
tion 7107. The Senate bill would provide that 
hearings held before a traveling member or 
members of the Board would be held at a lo
cation within the area served by a regional 
office of the Department, not necessarily at 
the regional office. 

Compromise agreement: Section 7 follows 
the Senate bill, except that with respect to 
hearings held before a traveling member or 
members of the Board, it would specify that 
such hearings would be held at a facility of 
the Department in the area served by a re
gional office of the Department. In addition, 
section 7 would add an exception to the re
quirement that the hearing be held before a 
member or members of section that will 
make the final determination, to exclude 
cases in which the Chairman orders reconsid
eration. Section 7 also would remove a re
dundant provision in 7104(a), which states 
that the Board will make a decision in a case 
only after the appellant has been given the 
opportunity for a hearing. Under section 7 of 
the bill, that requirement would appear in 
amended section 7107. 
ANNUAL INCOME QUESTIONNAIRES FOR RECIPI

ENTS OF PENSION AND PARENTS' DEPENDENCY 
AND INDEMNITY COMPENSATION 

Current law: Section 1506 of title 38 directs 
VA to require annual income reports for pur
poses of pension eligibility. Any applicant 
for or recipient of VA pension must file with 
VA a . report containing information on the 
individual 's annual income received during 
the previous year and on the corpus of the 
individual's estate at the end of the year, as 
well as the income and estate of any spouse 
or dependent child. The report must also 
contain an estimate of the individual's in
come for the current year and any expected 
increase in the value of the corpus of his or 
her estate. 

For a surviving child, in addition to the 
above information, the report must include 
an estimate of the current year's annual in
come and any expected increase in the value 
of the corpus of the estate of any person who 
is legally responsible for the support of the 
child and with whom the child is residing. 

Section 1506 also requires that any appli
cant or recipient of pension, or any person 
who is legally responsible for the support of 
a surviving child applying for or receiving 
pension, must promptly file a revised report 
whenever there is a material change in esti
mated annual income or in the estimated 
value of the corpus of that individual's es
tate. 

Section 1315(e) directs VA to require an an
nual income report as a condition of an 
award or of continuation of parents' depend
ency and indemnity compensation (DIC), ex
cept in the case of a parent who has reached 
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the age of 72 and has been receiving DIC dur- 

ing 2 consecutive calendar years. The report 

must show the total income expected in that 

year and the total income received in the 

previous year. The recipient must file a re-

vised report whenever there is a material 

change in estimated annual income. 

House bill: Section 12305 would amend sec- 

tion 1506 to eliminate the statutory require- 

ment for income reports for purposes of pen- 

sion eligibility, thereby giving VA discre- 

tionary authority to require the submission 

of income questionnaires. Section 12305 

would also amend section 1506 to provide 

that when there is any change in income or


in the value of the corpus of the individual's


estate, the individual would be required to 

notify VA of the change, rather than file a 

revised income report. 

Senate bill: No provision. 

Compromise agreement: Section 9 includes 

the provision in the House bill, with a minor 

technical amendment.


Section 9 of the compromise agreement


also includes a provision that would elimi- 

nate the statutory requirement for income 

reports for purposes of eligibility for parents' 

DIC, thereby giving VA discretionary au-

thority to require the submission of an in- 

come report. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I move 

that the Senate concur in the House 

amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, on behalf 

of the majority leader, I ask unani-

mous consent that when the Senate 

completes its business today, it stand 

in recess until 9:30 a.m., Thursday, 

June 16; that following the prayer, the 

Journal of proceedings be deemed ap- 

proved to date and the time for the two 

leaders reserved for their use later in 

the day; that, immediately thereafter, 

the Senate proceed in executive session 

to consider the nomination of Lauri 

Fitz-Pegado, as provided under the con- 

ditions and limitations of a previous  

unanimous consent agreement; that 

upon disposition of the Fitz-Pegado 

nomination, either by confirmation or 

recommittal, the Senate then return to


legislative session and resume consid-

eration of Calendar 282, S. 1491, the Air- 

port Improvement Act.


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 

TOMORROW


Mr. FORD. Mr. President, if there is


no further business to come before the


Senate today, and I see no other Sen- 

ator seeking recognition, I now ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 

stand in recess as previously ordered. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 

at 10:29 p.m., recessed until Thursday,


June 16, 1994, at 9:30 a.m. 

CONFIRMATIONS


Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate June 15, 1994: 

UNITED STATES ADVISORY COMMISSION ON


PUBLIC DIPLOMACY 

CHARLES H. DOLAN, JR., OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A MEM-

BER OF THE UNITED STATES ADVISORY COMMISSION ON


PUBLIC DIPLOMACY FOR A TERM EXPIRING JULY 1, 1999.

CHARLES H. DOLAN, JR., OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A MEM- 

BER OF THE UNITED STATES ADVISORY COMMISSION ON


PUBLIC DIPLOMACY FOR A TERM EXPIRING JULY 1, 1997. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT


TO THE NOMINEES' COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE- 

QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 

CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE.


THE JUDICIARY

ROBERT M. PARKER, OF TEXAS, TO BE U.S. CIRCUIT


JUDGE FOR THE FIFTH CIRCUIT.


DIANA GRIBBON MOTZ, OF MARYLAND, TO BE U.S. CIR-

CUIT JUDGE FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT, VICE A NEW PO-

SITION CREATED BY PUBLIC LAW 101-650, APPROVED DE-

CEMBER 1, 1990.


DENISE PAGE HOOD, OF MICHIGAN, TO BE U.S. DIS-

TRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN.


RICHARD A. PAEZ, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE U.S. DIS-

TRICT JUDGE FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFOR-

NIA, VICE A NEW POSITION CREATED BY PUBLIC LAW 101-

650. APPROVED DECEMBER 1, 1990.


PAUL L. FRIEDMAN, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.


TO BE U.S. DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF CO-

LUMBIA.


GLADYS KESSLER, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO


BE U.S. DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-

BIA.


EMMET G. SULLIVAN, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,


TO BE U.S. DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF CO-

LUMBIA.


RICARDO M. URBINA, OF KTHE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,


TO BE U.S. DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF CO-

LUMBIA.


WILLIAM F. DOWNES, OF WYOMING, TO BE U.S. DIS-

TRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF WYOMING, VICE A


NEW POSITION CREATED BY PUBLIC LAW 101-650, AP-

PROVED DECEMBER 1, 1990.


IN THE NAVY


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED CAPTAINS IN THE LINE OF


THE U.S. NAVY FOR PROMOTION TO THE PERMANENT


GRADE OF REAR ADMIRAL (LOWER HALF), PURSUANT TO


TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 624, SUBJECT


TO QUALIFICATIONS THEREFOR AS PROVIDED BY LAW:


UNRESTRICTED LINE OFFICER

To be rear admiral (lower half)


CAPT. TIMOTHY R. BEARD,             

CAPT. DAVID L. BREWER III,             

CAPT. STANLEY W. BRYANT,             

CAPT. TONEY M. BUCCHI,            


CAPT. ROBERT S. COLE,            


CAPT. WILLIAM W. COPELAND, JR.,             

CAPT. JOHN W. CRAINE, JR.,            

CAPT. JAMES B. FERGUSON III,            

CAPT. EDMUND P. GIAMBASTIANI, JR.,             

CAPT. JOHN J. GROSSENBACHER,            


CAPT. JAMES B. HINKLE,            


CAPT. GORDON S. HOLDER,             

CAPT. RICHARD G. KIRKLAND,            


CAPT. PETER A.C. LONG,             

CAPT. MARTIN J. MAYER,             

CAPT. BARBARA E. MCGANN,            


CAPT. PATRICK D. MONEYMAKER,            


CAPT. CHARLES W. MOORE, JR.,             

CAPT. JOHN B. NATHMAN,             

CAPT. WILLIAM L. PUTNAM,            

CAPT. THOMAS R. RICHARDS,             

CAPT. DAVID P. SARGENT, JR.,            


CAPT. WILLIAM R. SCHMIDT,            

CAPT. DONALD A. WEISS,             

ENGINEERING DUTY OFFICER


To be rear 

admiral (lower half)


CAPT. JOHN A. GAUSS,             

CAPT. THOMAS J. PORTER,             

AEROSPACE ENGINEERING DUTY OFFICER


To be rear 

admiral (lower half)


CAPT. ROBERT W. SMITH,             

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICER (CRYPTOLOGY)


To be rear admiral (lower half)


CAPT. HARRY W. WHITON,            


SPECIAL DUTY OFFICER (INTELLIGENCE)


To be rear admiral (lower half)


CAPT. LOWELL E. JACOBY,             

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICER (OCEANOGRAPHY)


To be rear admiral (lower half)


CAPT. PAUL G. GAFFNEY II, 2           
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, June 15, 1994 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. . 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPO RE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be
fore the House the following commu
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
June 15, 1994. 

I hereby designate the Honorable G.V. 
(SONNY) MONTGOMERY to act as Speaker pro 
tempore on this day. 

THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Rev. 

Ford, D.D., offered 
prayer: 

James David 
the following 

We pray, Almighty God, for all peo
ple of good will who see in their daily 
lives opportunities for alleviating con
flicts and distress or hardship. We espe
cially remember those who are in
volved in peacekeeping efforts in our 
communities and in our world, those 
who seek to hold back the forces of evil 
and destruction and allow for people to 
live in security and freedom. 

We express our gratitude to police, 
the Armed Forces, and all security 
forces who, in spite of the risks of their 
positions, use their power to promote 
understanding in our communities and 
further the work of justice in the 
world. In Yo~r name, we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day's proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause l, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Pledge of Allegiance will be led and of
fered by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the flag of the United 
States of America and to the Republic for 
which it stands, one Nation under God, indi
visible, with liberty and justice for all. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate .bY Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 

that the Senate had passed without 
amendment bills of the House of the 
following titles: 

H.R. 3676. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Spouse Equity Act of 1988 to pro
vide for coverage of the former spouses of 
judges of the District of Columbia courts; 
and 

H.R. 4205. An act to amend title 11, D.C. 
Code, to clarify that blind individuals are el
igible to serve as jurors in the Superior 
Court of the District of Columbia. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendments of 
the House to the bill (S. 1569) "An Act 
to amend the Public Health Service 
Act to establish, reauthorize and revise 
provisions to improve the health of in
dividuals from disadvantaged back
grounds, and for other purposes.", 
agrees to the conference asked by the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. SIMON, 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, and Mr. HATCH, to be 
the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

RWANDA 
(Mr. HASTINGS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues a resolution condemning the 
current situation in Rwanda and also 
calling the atrocity a genocide. 

The Convention of the Prevention 
and Punishment of the Crime of Geno
cide, which the United States joined in 
1989, stipulates that genocide, whether 
committed during peace or war, is an 
international crime which must be pre
vented and punished. 

This ajministration has been avoid
ing using the term genocide in connec
tion with Rwanda for fear that if we 
call it genocide we will have to take 
steps to stop the killing. 

This is a pathetic excuse for a foreign 
policy. My r·esolution does not order 
U.S. intervention. It simply states the 
definition of genocide and shows how 
the ethnic cleansing in Rwanda fits 
that definition. Please cosponsor this 
resolution. 

WELFARE 
(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, as Presi
dent Clinton traveled to Missouri, the 
Show Me State, yesterday to unveil his 

welfare plan, many Members of the 
House of Representatives are rightfully 
asking, "where's the bill, Bill?" 

In the tradition of the great State of 
Missouri, I ask the President to show 
me how his plan would end welfare as 
we know it. 

Show me, Mr. President, how your 
plan addresses illegitimacy. The Clin
ton welfare plan purports to curb the 
trend in teen pregnancies by increasing 
family planning and condom distribu
tion, contraceptive programs which 
have had very little success. 

Show me, Mr. President, how your 
plan caps spending. The Clinton plan 
increases spending in child care and 

. other services by $9.3 billion and pays 
for it by cutting $7 billion in existing 
welfare programs and other gimmicks 
from nonwelfare programs. 

Show me, Mr. President, how your 
plan creates real work. The Clinton 
plan actually weakens work require
ments with loopholes and exemptions. 

And finally, show me, Mr. President, 
how your plan ends benefits to nonciti
zens. The Clinton plan does little to 
cap the cost of supporting noncitizens. 

Judging from the President's plan, it 
seems that he has actually ended wel
fare reform as we know it. I urge Presi
dent Clinton to consider the Repub
lican's tough-love approach to bringing 
responsibility back into the welfare 
system. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would advise Members not to ad
dress the President of the United 
States directly. Members should ad
dress the Chair. 

NAFTA: GOOD FOR MEXICO, BAD 
FOR UNITED STATES WORKERS 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
good news is that 4,200 American work
ers have qualified for benefits under 
NAFT A. The bad news is that all 4,200 
jobs have moved to Mexico. All their 
jobs have moved to Mexico, folks. 

Mexican workers get jobs under 
NAFTA, American workers get unem
ployment checks and job retraining, 
with the average wage to be $8 an hour 
and no benefits. And what jobs are 
they, folks? Corncob pipe assembler, 
gizzard skin remover, brassiere cup 

D This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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molder cutter, pantyhose crotch closer, 
on and on and on. The truth is it is a 
mediocre program, it is a mediocre 
law, it is mediocre wages, and it is me
diocre jobs, and Congress has turned 
into the biggest unemployment agency 
in the entire world. Americans want 
welfare reform yesterday. 

AMERICANS WANT WELFARE 
REFORM YESTERDAY 

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, back in 
the real world folks have had enough. 
They are tired of working and toeing 
the line, they are tired of doing more 
than their fair share, they are tired of 
increasing taxes and wasteful spending 
and a growing Government. They want 
welfare reform, and they want it yes
terday. They are all in favor of helping 
people out who need a helping hand. 
They are ready to pull up citizens who 
have fallen down. But they say "stop" 
to the people who are able to work. 
They want a welfare reform plan that 
requires those who can work, to work, 
they want a plan that requires fathers 
to pay and not behave with the respon
sibility of an alley cat; they want bene
fits denied to illegal immigrants who 
have never paid American taxes. 

Mr. Speaker, there are three plans 
that address these problems: the DeLay 
plan, with Mr. TALENT as cosponsor; 
the Santorum plan; and the Myers 
plan. Let us take the best of the Re
publican ideas, the best of the Demo
crat ideas, and combine them for the 
best interests of the American people. 

THE BURGEONING TRADE DEFICIT 
WITH CHINA 

(Mr. APPLEGATE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, in 
1984, President Reagan went to China 
to talk about trade. The U.S. trade def
icit then was $10 million, just millions. 
He gave away the textile market, he 
opened up the American borders for all 
the Chinese productivity made by slave 
labor, and we gave them most-favored
nation status. That is a tax break. 

Today, the trade deficit is $25 billion; 
billions, folks. 

That is 2,500 times more than in 1983. 
Now China and Korea want to hold 

the United States hostage to a Com
munist nation trying to conspire 
against us. China is threatening that if 
they do not get most-favored-nation 
status from this Government, that 
they are going to support the North 
Koreans. They are using the United 
States. 

To President Clinton I would say, 
"Hang tough, Mr. President. If we 

don't; we are going to become enslaved 
by those very same people." Think 
about it. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would like to advise Members 
again they may not direct their re
marks · to the President of the United 
States. 

WORLD CUP SOCCER-THE GREAT
EST SPORTING EVENT IN THE 
WORLD 
(Mr. WALSH asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, in just a 
couple of days the greatest sporting 
event in the world will begin. This year 
the United States will host the World 
Cup Soccer Championship for the first 
time in our history. A sport the whole 
world calls football, and in deference to 
American football we call soccer, will 
attract the attention of over 2 billion 
TV watchers worldwide. 

For the uninitiated it is a simple yet 
beautiful game, the essential team 
sport. I urge all to take some time to 
watch. Do not expect much scoring-al
though millions will explode in cheers 
when a score is made. 

I would suggest you watch for: A 
midfielder making a 40-50 yard run 
through opposition at full speed, push
ing the ball just far enough ahead to 
keep control; the reflexes of the goal
keeper reacting to a pointblank shot at 
80 miles per hour; a pass that flies 60 
yards in the air and is caught on the 
chest of a runner in full stride; and the 
sweeper, the defender, in front of the 
goalkeeper, taking the legs out from 
under a man who earns $7 million a 
year to play this sport. 

The beauty of the game is the team, 
the passing, the precision. Not the 
scoring. 

Bon chance. Bono fortuna. Felin 
glook. Buena suerte. Good luck to all. 

D 1010 
THE CURSE IS OVER 

(Mr. ENGEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, last night, 
I and millions of others stood by our 
television sets and watched in joy as 
the New York Rangers finally, after 54 
years, won the Stanley Cup. It was a 
miracle that some of us thought might 
never happen, but, after watching 
Brian Leetch and Mark Messier hold 
the Stanley Cup over their heads last 
night, we New Yorkers can now say 
that the jinx, or the curse, is finally 
over. 

Rangers' victory can even inspire 
Congress to achieve things that seem 
impossible. I say to my colleagues this 
morning, Mr. Speaker, that, if the New 
York Rangers can win the Stanley Cup, 
surely Congress can pass comprehen
sive health care reform this session. 

TRIGGER TIME BOMB ON SMALL 
BUSINESS 

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, there is 
a new word in the health care debate: 
Trigger. 

A trigger is a back door way to get to 
employer mandates. Instead of mandat
ing that small businesses pay 80 per
cent of their employees' health care 
costs now, this trigger mechanism will 
mandate it in the future. 

The employer mandate has been de
scribed as a gun pointed at the heart of 
many of our small businesses. The trig
ger is more like a time bomb, with a 
fuse that lasts in years rather than in 
minutes. 

When these triggers go off, the im
pact will be the same: a loss of jobs, a 
freeze in hiring, an end to many small 
companies. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my Democrat 
colleagues to not pull the trigger on 
our private sector. 

Let us reform our health care system 
without putting people out of work. 
Let us fix what is broken in our cur
rent system without putting mandates 
on our small business. Trigger or no 
trigger, let us reject employer man
dates. They are just not the best way 
to reform our health care system. 

D-DAY COMMEMORATION 
APPRECIATED BY VETERANS 

(Mr. BEVILL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I was for
tunate to participate in the 50th anni
versary celebration of D-day on June 6 
in Normandy, France, as part of a bi
partisan congressional delegation. 

As a new Army second lieutenant 
who participated in the Normandy 
campaign, I was glad to have the op
portunity to honor the many heroes 
who fought and died on D-day to liber
ate Western Europe from the grip of 
Nazi Germany. 

Judging from the many favorable 
comments I heard from other veterans 
attending the event, the D-day com
memoration was very meaningful, very 
moving, and very much appreciated. 

It was highly appropriate that our 
Nation should be represented at an 
event of this magnitude by our Com
mander in Chief, the President of the 
United States. The participation of our 
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President along with many other heads 
of state showed these veterans in no 
uncertain terms that their sacrifices 
will long be recognized for their his
toric significance. 

I am ashamed that anyone would de
value this momentous event for par
tisan purposes. 

The men who stormed the beaches of 
Normandy 50 years ago fought in the 
name of freedom and democracy. They 
fought for all of us and they deserve 
our everlasting gratitude. They deserve 
to be remembered with dignity, not 
with petty partisanship. 

Our Nation put its best foot forward 
on the 6th of June 1944, and once again, 
this year on the 50th anniversary of D
day. Our Nation was proudly rep
resented and the whole world knows it, 
especially our veterans. 

SHOW ME I'M WRONG 
(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, our 
health care system or our welfare sys
tem. Which is in worse shape? 

Which needs reform first? Which eats 
up more of the taxpayers tax dollars? 
Which is really in a state of crisis? 

Despite the many problems that 
must be fixed in our health care deliv
ery system, we still have the finest 
quality health care in the world. Our 
welfare system, on the other hand, is a 
complete disaster. 

So why did the President wait until 
yesterday to unveil his welfare reform 
plan? And why did he offer a plan that 
the Washington Post said had no 
chance of passage this year? 

I believe the White House is not real
ly serious about welfare reform. I be
lieve their plan is an insufficient re
sponse to an intolerable problem. And I 
believe the White House is trying to 
score political points on this important 
issue. 

Mr. Speaker, the President unveiled 
his plan yesterday in the Show Me 
State. I hope he shows me that I am 
wrong in my thoughts about his mo
tives on welfare reform. But I doubt he 
will. 

POST OFFICE SUNSHINE 
(Ms. DUNN asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, my State of 
Washington, among many others, has 
proved that sunshine laws work. Open
ness is good. In fact, I have proposed a 
change to House rules that would bring 
more sunshine to this House. 

I mention this today because it is 
time now for more sunshine on the past 
investigation into the House post office 
scandal. 

Serious allegations have been made, 
Mr. Speaker. The former chief of the 
Capitol Hill Police force says he quit to 
protest interference by a House official 
into that investigation. The allegation 
is that this official threatened to have 
benefits or even jobs taken away unless 
the investigation were altered. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress must not hide. 
Congress must be open. Congress must 
let the sunshine in. 

The gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
LIVINGSTON] and I, as the Republican 
members of the Police and Personnel 
Subcommittee of House Administra
tion have officially called for hearings 
into this matter. 

The American people deserve to 
know if the former top House lawyer 
interfered with an investigation of the 
Capitol Police. And our police force de
serves to know that they can run inves
tigations based on justice, not politics. 

Let the sunshine in. Let us determine 
once and for all if there was any ob
struction of justice. 

D 1020 
A TRIBUTE TO THE LATE HONOR

ABLE ALBERT McDONALD COLE, 
A FORMER MEMBER OF CON
GRESS 
(Mr. ROBERTS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, with 
sadness I rise to call attention to the 
death of a former member of the House 
of Representatives, Albert McDonald 
Cole, who represented the First Dis
trict of Kansas for four terms from 1945 
to 1953. 

He is remembered for a single act of 
courage that ended his political career, 
but saved countless thousands of lives 
last spring as devastating floods hit 
Kansas and the Midwest. 

In 1952, Mr. Cole voted in favor of the 
authorization to build Tuttle Creek 
Dam and Reservoir north of Manhattan 
in his district. Because that reservoir 
displaced hundreds of families and in
undated thousands of acres of prime 
farmland, it was a controversial 
project. Mr. Cole initially opposed the 
dam, then changed his mind after the 
damaging floods of 1951. "I saw the ter
rible destruction and I just decided I 
could not oppose it any longer. So I 
changed my vote, much to the dismay 
of many of my friends, Mr. Cole re
called recently.'' 

Opponents rallied under the banner 
"Big Dam Foolishness" and voted Mr. 
Cole out of office in 1952. He never re
gretted the vote. And last spring, as 
the dam moderated flooding from Man
hattan, KS, to Kansas City, MO, Kan
sans were thankful for Mr. Cole's cout'
age. There is no question the 1993 flood
ing would have cost much more in lives 
lost and in property damage if Tuttle 
Creek Dam had not been built. 

All of us here today would do well to 
pause and reflect on Mr. Cole's willing
ness to do what was right, even at the 
expense of his political career. 

Mr. Cole was appointed by President 
Dwight D. Eisenhower as National Ad
ministrator of the Federal Housing and 
Home Finance Agency, the predecessor 
agency to the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development. He later 
served as president of Reynolds Metals 
Development Corp. and as a Washing
ton attorney. 

Mr. Cole, who was 92, is survived by 
his wife, Emily, two children, six 
grandchildren, and nine great grand
children. 

[From the Globe, June 7, 1994] 
FORMER FIRST DISTRICT REPRESENTATIVE 

DEAD AT 92 
TOPEKA.-Albert McDonald Cole, who rep

resented the 1st District of Kansas in Con
gress for four terms in 1945-53, has died in a 
Washington D.C., hospital, a relative re
ported on Monday. 

Cole, who was 92, died in George Washing
ton University Hospital Sunday night. He 
was hospitalized on Saturday, said Marsha 
Cole Saville, a niece who lives in Topeka. 

His body had been donated to the hospital 
for research, and no services were planned, 
she said. 

Cole was born Oct. 13, 1901, at Moberly, Mo. 
The son of a Baptist minister, the family 
lived in several Kansas communities, and he 
graduated from Sabetha High School. 

He attended Washburn University and 
earned his law degree from the University of 
Chicago in the 1920s. 

He practiced law in Holton and was Jack
son County attorney before serving one term 
in the state Senate, 1941-45. 

A Republican, he won election to the U.S. 
House in 1944 and served until January 1953, 
when former President Dwight Eisenhower 
appointed him national administrator of the 
federal Housing and Home Finance Agency, 
the predecessor agency to the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development. 

He held that post until 1959, then was 
president of Reynolds Metals Development 
Corp. in Washington for eight years. 

He had worked as a lawyer in Washington 
from 1968 until his retirement in 1990. 

He married the former Emily Corbin of 
Kansas City, MO., in November 1927, and she 
survives. Other survivors include a son, Will 
E. Cole of Albuquerque; a daughter, Kitty 
Kaul of Tyler, Tex., six grandchildren and 
nine great grandchildren. 

WELFARE REFORM: CHANGE 
VERSUS CHARITY 

(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, 
President Clinton finally attempted to 
deliver on his 17-month-old promise of 
ending welfare as we know it. But what 
did we get-saving welfare as we know 
it. More Government spending, more 
Government bureaucracy, and less in
dividual accountability. 

Specifically, his plan gives welfare 
recipients 2 years of benefits before any 
work requirement is imposed. And even 
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after that these individuals would be 
able to trade their welfare checks for 
Government-subsidized paychecks. 

As you can expect from this sort of 
Government underwriting, the draft of 
President Clinton's plan indicates that 
an additional $9 billion in Federal · 
spending will be required just to launch 
his program. 

This is outrageous. How can a plan 
like this possibly hope to end welfare 
as we know it? 

Welfare reform must emphasize the 
private sector as the key to leaving 
welfare, and not publicly sponsored, 
make-work jobs that can only lead to 
larger costs, more bureaucracy, and 
more Government dependence. 

We need to fix the system, but set
tling for half-hearted measures that 
contribute to the problems is not the 
answer. 

CLINTON PLAN PERPETUATES THE 
SYSTEM, ADDS MORE WELFARE 
(Mr. GOODLATTE asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, yes
terday after waiting 17 long months, 
President Clinton finally unveiled his 
so-called welfare reform proposal. Re
member 1992 when candidate Clinton 
promised to end welfare as we know it. 
Well his plan ends reform as we know 
it. The President's solution is to re
place welfare with more welfare. 

The President's plan expands entitle
ments and handouts, and avoids tack
ling the issues of illegitimacy. 

Less people would be required to 
work for their benefits under the Clin
ton plan than under existing laws. Fur
thermore, since Clinton exempts any
one who is older than 23 from the work 
requirement, 80 percent of current wel
fare recipients would be off the hook. 
Clearly, his plan fails to provide a 
great majority of the people on welfare 
the much needed incentive for them to 
lift themselves out of poverty. 

Instead of ending welfare as we know 
it, the President has decided to pour 
another $9.3 billion into an already 
failed system. His plan actually perpet
uates the very system the American 
public has overwhelmingly denounced. 

IT'S NOT THE END OF WELFARE 
AS WE KNOW IT 

(Mr. EWING asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, remember 
when the Democratic candidate for 
President promised to end welfare as 
we know it? Well, after almost 2 years 
in office, he has come forth with his 
plan. The· Christian Science Monitor 
has described it as "tweaking welfare 
as we know it." Others have described 

it as just another in a long series of 
broken promises. 

On taxes, on spending, on crime, on 
illegal immigration, on foreign policy, 
on a whole host of critical issues facing 
America today, President Clinton has 
failed to deliver. 

During his Presidential campaign, 
candidate Clinton promised to cut off 
AFDC benefits after 2 years. But here 
is what the Washington Post said last 
week about President Clinton's plan: 

President Clinton promised during the 
campaign to "end welfare as we know it" yet 
the comprehensive plan he will submit to 
Congress next week would leave a vast num
ber of recipients in the old system for years 
to come. 

In fact it does not apply to any one 
born before 1972. So much for promises. 

The President has a real problem on 
his hands. He badly wants the Amer
ican people to believe that he is an 
agent of change. But he wants to ac
complish that while preserving the sta
tus quo. Mr. Speaker, you cannot have 
it both ways. 

GRIDLOCK ON HEALTH CARE-A 
WELCOME DEVELOPMENT 

(Mr. GEKAS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, gridlock 
has come to the aid of the American 
people. With gridlock, the reluctance 
of the Congress to deal with heal th 
care, which they know in its present 
wild and crazy form will impose hor
rendous results on the American people 
that gridlock is welcome news here on 
Capitol Hill. 

It means that we have a chance to 
stop once and for all the mad rush to a 
heal th care plan that may ruin the 
very best that we have in our health 
care system today. A choice of doctors, 
a choice of hospitals, the ability of in
novative medicine to bring about new 
remedies and cures, all of that can go 
out the window if we rush to a heal th 
care system for which we are not pre
pared, not as a Congress and not as the 
people. 

I have today sent a letter to the 
President begging him to take the 
leadership with the legislative leaders 
on both sides of the aisle in both 
Houses, both Chambers, to create a bi
partisan blue ribbon panel to rec
ommend, just as the blue ribbon panel 
in 1983 did on Social Security, a set of 
recommendations to being back to the 
Congress in March 1995, so we can get 
about the business of health care with
out gridlock any more. 

But, Mr. Speaker, gridlock today is 
good. It helps the American people. 

PRESIDENT'S WELFARE PLAN EN
COURAGES WELFARE, FAILS TO 
ADDRESS ILLEGITIMACY 
(Mr. LINDER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, imagine 
being 23 years old and learning yester
day that you are not required to work 
for the rest of your life. Either you 
hold the winning lottery ticket or you 
have just been grandfathered in under 
the administration's welfare plan. 

Welfare reform was a principal tenet 
of the Clinton campaign in 1992. But 
that promise-to end welfare as we 
know it-has become an empty one. We 
all agree that those who are able 
should work. Incredibly, the President 
agrees that people should be required 
to work unless they were born prior to 
1972. This provision would be laughable 
if the problem were not so serious. 

Moreover, the President does not at
tack the principal social pathology of 
our time-illegitimacy. He has said 
"We can't justify a system that makes 
welfare more attractive than work." I 
would add that we can no longer justify 
a system that makes illegitimacy more 
profitable than family. 

And you thought he said he would 
end welfare as we know it. Maybe he 
said he would defend welfare as we 
know it. 

GREATER COSTS, MINIMUM RE
SULTS PROMISED BY CLINTON 
WELFARE PLAN 
(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
President Clinton brought forward his 
welfare plan that he had made the cen
terpiece of his campaign. In fact, in 
fully 40 percent of his ads that he ran 
when he was campaigning for the Pres
idency, he referred to welfare and end
ing welfare as we know it. 

Come on, Mr. President, we have not 
ended welfare as we know it at all. It 
has taken 17 months to even suggest a 
plan, and it does not get close to 
changing the main things that need to 
be changed in this system. In fact, it 
charges us as taxpayers an additional 
$8 billion, as opposed to the $20 billion 
in savings that would accrue as a re
sult of the Republican plan, and it does 
not apply to over 90 percent of the peo
ple who are currently on welfare. 

It is clearly not designed to end wel
fare as we know it. It is clearly de
signed to somehow make some sort of a 
treaty between the more left-of-center 
elements of the Democratic Party and 
those trying to keep the President's co
alition together. 

We believe very strongly that you 
have to have a work requirement. His 
work requirement does not apply to 
anyone over 23 years of age, and it re
duces the work requirement for two
parent families. 

Everyone agrees, criminologists, so
cial workers, and elected officials, that 



13022 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE June 15, 1994 
you have to keep a family together if 
you want to end welfare and reduce 
crime. This plan does not do that. 

URGING SUPPORT FOR THE SEC
TION 515 RURAL HOUSING PRO
GRAM 
(Mrs. CLAYTON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, today I 
have offered a bill to reform the Farm
ers Home Administration's section 515 
Rural Housing Program by addressing 
concerns raised in a recent report sub
mitted to the Subcommittee on Agri
culture Appropriations by the surveys 
and investigations staff of the House 
Committee on Appropriations. 

Section 515 is a program which has 
been working for 31 years. It is the 
only such program available to serve 
the very poor in rural America. It 
serves the elderly, the handicapped, the 
disabled, women, and minorities. This 
program has led to the creation of 
more than 44,000 affordable housing 
units for the low- and very-low-income 
families of rural America. The average 
income of the people served by this 
program is typically only $7,900. In fis
cal year 1994 alone, 14,000 new units 
were built using section 515 funds. 

I realize that the costs associated 
with housing low-income people is 
high. However, we cannot ignore the 
fact that there is still a shortage of 
600,000 affordable rental units in rural 
areas today and a backlog of $1 billion 
in applications for section 515 housing. 

In my own district-the First Dis
trict of North Carolina-there are 152 
section 515 properties, serving more 
than 4,000 familie&-and 1,000 elderly 
households. If we strengthen the 515 
program-rather than eliminate it-
many more needy families across the 
United States can reach their dream of 
safe, decent, and affordable housing. 

I am calling on you to support this 
effort to correct the deficiencies in the 
section 515 Program and to work with 
me to ensure that those citizens de
pending on this very worthwhile pro
gram are adequately served. 

TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE, AND 
GENERAL GOVERNMENT APPRO
PRIATIONS ACT, 1995 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MONTGOMERY). Pursuant to House Res
olution 447 and rule XXIII, the Chair 
declares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 4539. 

0 1030 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 

consideration of the bill (H.R. 4539) 
making appropriations for the Treas
ury Department, the U.S. Postal Serv
ice, the Executive Office of the Presi
dent, and certain independent agencies, 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1995, and for other purposes, with Mr. 
STUDDS in the chair. 

0 1030 
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. HOYER] will be recog
nized for 30 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER]. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to bring to the floor the Treas
ury-Postal appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 1995. I wanted to thank at the out
set the ranking member, the gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT], 
other members of my committee, the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF] 
and the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. ISTOOK], and the staff, both for Mr. 
LIGHTFOOT and for the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MCDADE] who, of 
course, is the ranking member of our 
committee. I also want to thank all of 
the Members on our side who have 
worked diligently as we have held hear
ings over the past 4 months on the leg
islation before us. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill that we bring 
before you is $530 million under, in 
budget authority, the 602(b) allocation. 
In mandatory budget authority, it is 
$249 million under the allocation, and 
in total budget authority, . it is $779 
million under the budget authority. 

In discretionary outlays, we are $6 
million under our 602(b) allocation. In 
mandatory outlays, this bill is $245 
million under the allocation. This bill 
is a total of $251 million dollars under 
the allocation. With respect to discre
tionary spending, this bill is $994 mil
lion, 6 million dollars short of 1 billion 
dollars, under the President's request 
in budget authority and $295 million in 
outlays. 

It is over the 1994 enacted in discre
tionary budgeted authority by $206 mil
lion, and $615 million in outlays. I will 
explain why in just a second. 

The total in the bill is, discretionary 
spending, $11.519 billion. I will point 
out during the course of debate, that 
figure includes $405 million in budget 
authority and outlays which are pro
vided by the Committee on the Budget 
in a nonpartisan basis for the purposes 
of beefing up tax compliance. 

We have over $100 billion of taxes 
that are due and owing to the Federal 
Government which are not, however, 
collected. That fact obviously places a 
greater burden on those who conscien
tiously and legally pay their taxes. 

This sum of $405 million, to be spent 
this year and over the next 4 years, a 
sum of over $2 billion, is scored by CBO 
to raise over $9 billion. As a result, this 
money being · expended pays itself back 
41h fold. 

The resources available, therefore, 
for regular operations, taking out the 
$405 million, are $11.312 billion. This is 
important because to continue pro
grams, it would cost $198 million more. 
That, I think, gives you an idea of how 
tight a budget this actually is. 

The 1994 President's request is, with
out the tax compliance $405 million in 
there, $12,513 billion. If you add the tax 
bill you get to the President's request 
of $12.918 billion. 

The total in the bill, however, is 
$11.519 billion. As a result, a correct 
analysis of the bill shows you that this 
is a reduction from the President's re
quest of $1.399 billion, a $1.4 billion de
crease, approximately 10 percent. 

Members on both sides of the aisle 
have reviewed this bill and said it is a 
very fiscally responsible bill. I think 
that is accurate. 

I will tell you, however, Mr. Chair
man, that I believe this bill underfunds 
a very important aspect of expendi
tures in this bill, and that is tax sys
tems modernization. In fact, that item 
alone was cut over one-half billion dol
lars. The President's request was $1.7 
billion. We have been only able to give 
$1.2 billion. 

Tax systems modernization goes to 
the ability of the Federal Government 
to collect the revenues and to give re
funds in a timely fashion and to make 
sure that taxpayers' information is se
cure and accurate. We need to address 
this issue. We simply did not have the 
money to address this issue. 

The total in the bill is $12.254 billion 
in outlays. However, if you take off tax 
compliance, if you subtract prior year 
authorized outlays, which will be made 
in 1995 of $213 million, and you subtract 
the net loss in GSA rent receipts, what 
happens is the public building fund is 
funded out of rent receipts. The admin
istration properly has noted that the 
fair market value for rents in the Unit
ed States has decreased. As a result, it 
has decreased the payments to be paid 
made by the individual agencies to 
GSA for their rent. This has had the 
net result of reducing receipts to the 
GSA building fund, and, therefore, a re
duction in the receipts available to our 
committee, of a net $134 million. 

As a result, the resources available 
for regular operations are $11.5 billion 
for this committee, 1994's enacted was 
$11.639 billion. 

In other words, if you discount the 
three items of which I have just spo
ken, the tax compliance initiative of 
$405 million, the outlays resulting from 
prior year authorizations, and the net 
loss of GSA rents, you have a shortfall 
of $137 million in outlays. As a result, 
we are under 1994 expenditures. 
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The 1994 President's request was 

$12.549 billion. Again, if you add to the 
President's request the $405 million of 
which I have spoken, and the loss of 
the user fees, which were included in 
our bill as revenues, but which do not 
fall within the jurisdiction of this com
mittee and were, therefore, deleted, 
you have, necessary to fund the Presi
dent's request, $13.195 billion. Again, I 
would repeat, what we have in the bill 
is $12.254 billion, and as a result, a re
duction from the President's request of 
$941 million, almost a $1 billion reduc
tion from what the President requested 
in outlays. 

Let me very briefly go over, Mr. 
Chairman, those reductions. 

First of all, the President asked for a 
$999 million item, which was scored as 
a $500 million outlay, for a program 
which would allow the Federal Govern
ment to make opportunity purchases 
when leases expire, because of the mar
ket's status, where we need Federal 
space, but where we could purchase 
Federal space at far less in this market 
than we could build or purchase at 
some time in the future. 

The committee believed that was a 
good idea. But it is also a good idea 
that the committee did not have reve
nues to fund. As a result, the entire 
program was deleted. 

We also made a 30-percent reduction, 
as I indicated, in the ms information 
systems, of $517 million. That reduc
tion is very unfortunate and, in my 
opinion, from a policy standpoint not 
justifiable. The bottom line, however, 
is from an economic standpoint, we did 
not have the money to fund it. And 
that was the only large discretionary 
pot that we had, and, therefore, that 
had to be cut. 

D 1040 
For all other agencies we put them at 

a hard freeze. In fact, more than a hard 
freeze, because for most agencies, Mr. 
Chairman, in this budget, we took ei
ther the lower of 1994 expenditures or 
the President's request, whichever was 
the lower figure. We had to eliminate, 
as I have explained, the user fee pro
posals which were approximately $240 
million in revenues, because of the fact 
they were not within the jurisdiction 
of our committee. 

There have been, however, a few 
small increases. Americans are very 
concerned about crime. The committee 
shares that concern and the commit
ment to confront it. Furthermore, the 
committee shares the American 
public's concerns with the interdiction 
of drugs, a responsibility of the Cus
toms Service and other agencies within 
our purview. 

We are also concerned about the pro
liferation of gangs and street crime in 
our urban as well as our rural areas. 

As a result of these concerns, we 
have increased, relatively small in
creases, but we have increased various 

law enforcement agencies. The Bureau 
of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms was 
increased by $9.7 million, specifically 
for fingerprinting, computer upgrades 
and new ballistic technology so that we 
can assist local, State and Federal 
agencies in identifying crimes better, 
so that we can prosecute and incarcer
ate perpetrators of crime in this coun
try. 

I want to say, with respect to that 
money, that no additional computer 
money will be used to computerize any 
data that BATF does not collect al
ready. I know there was some concern 
about that. 

In Customs, we have included a net 
increase of $18 million. Essentially, Mr. 
Chairman, that $18 million is an in
crease so that we can fund the commit
ment that this House made as well as 
the Congress made when we passed 
NAFTA to make sure that the Customs 
Department would be able to properly 
identify country of origin for goods 
coming into the United States so that 
no country can use the North Amer
ican free-trade area as a way to get 
goods into the United States which are 
not in fact produced either with parts, 
labor or manufacturing capability lo
cated within the free trade zone. 

Wit)l respect to the Secret Service, 
Mr. Chairman, we have included $8.5 
million in additional dollars to train 
state and locals in Presidential nomi
nee protection. That last item is $6.5 
million to combat counterfeiting over
seas. Both the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. LIGHTFOOT] and myself and other 
members of the committee have been 
very, very concerned about the growing 
international threat that counterfeit
ing of the American dollar poses to the 
stability of our own currency and the 
stability of the international market
place. As the Chairman knows, as the 
Members of this House know, the dol
lar is in fact the standard currency in 
the world. Therefore, it is the currency 
most targeted for counterfeiting in the 
international marketplace. This com
mittee believes and has information to 
base that belief on, that in fact, na
tions are getting into counterfeiting 
the American dollar. We believe the 
Secret Service needs the additional re
sources to combat that problem. 

With respect to the ms, the bill also 
includes, as I have said, the $405 mil
lion initiative to beef up tax compli
ance. That will be about a $2 billion ex
penditure over the next 5 years, and 
CBO says will result in an additional $9 
billion in revenues; again, a 41/2 to 1 
payoff. We believe, the committee be
lieves that is a good investment and, in 
a nonpartisan, bipartisan way, the 
Committee on the Budget agreed and 
the committee agreed. 

Now, we have major decreases. The 
tax system modernization has been de
creased too much. We need to look at 
that in the future; $33 million is trans
ferred out of the Treasury Forfeiture 

Fund to the General Fund. The trans
fer produces savings that will be ap
plied to other Treasury law enforce
ment programs. We hope to replenish 
that, Mr. Chairman, when the Crime 
bill is passed. And we expect to get 
some additional revenues for the law 
enforcement agencies in our bill. 

The Postal Service, we kept at last 
year's level, consistent with the reform 
package that was adopted and our com
mitment to the Postal Service. The Ex
ecutive Office of the President, I would 
call to the attention of the House, I 
have historically been and continue to 
be opposed to reducing the White 
House request for its own budget. Just 
as I believe the White House ought not 
to involve itself in the legislative budg
et, I believe the Congress, with comity 
and respecting the separation of pow
ers, ought to stay out of the White 
House budget. 

Notwithstanding that, because we 
have imposed in every agency, almost, 
in our budget very stringent fiscal con
straints, we have adopted the White 
House budget at 1994 levels, approxi
mately $2. 7 million below their request. 

That is the first time ever that this 
committee has reported out a cut in 
the White House budget's request for 
itself. I have discussed this matter 
with the White House, and I am hopeful 
that at some point in time we can re
store that. 

We have various independent agen
cies within our budget as well. Most of 
them, as I said, Mr. Chairman, have 
been kept at last year's levels. I believe 
that explains pretty much the fiscal 
picture. I know that there will be a lot 
of debate with reference to the White 
House operations, we will confront 
when that comes up. 

Lastly, I know there will also be 
amendments with respect to the au
thorization for new public buildings. I 
might say that the committee has in
cluded one of the lowest increases in 
the Public Buildings Fund of any year 
since I have been on this committee. 

Furthermore, every one of those 
projects is subject to authorization by 
the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation prior to expenditures 
being made thereon. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to 
present the Treasury, Postal Service, and 
General Government appropriations bill for fis
cal year 1995. 

The bill is under the 602(b) allocation by 
$530 million in discretionary budget authority 
and $249 million in mandatory budget author
ity. In outlays, the bill is $6 million below the 
discretionary outlay allocation and $245 million 
below the mandatory allocation. 

The bill is below the President's budget, by 
$994 million in discretionary budget authority 
and $295 million in discretionary outlays. 

Finally, the bill is over 1994 enacted levels 
by $206 million in discretionary budget author
ity and $615 million in discretionary outlays. 

The comparison that I just made with fiscal 
year 1994, while factually correct, does not 
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give an accurate portrait of how really tig~t 
this bill is. The 1995 bill includes $12.254 bil
lion in discretionary outlays. This includes 
$213 million in prior year outlays-expendi
tures resulting from projects initiated in pre
vious years. It also includes $450 million for a 
tax compliance initiative-a revenue generat
ing effort that will yield $9 billion in. additional 
taxes for a $2 billion investment. Finally, that 
amount includes a $134 million loss from 
lower GSA rent receipts. 

The committee had no choice but to include 
these outlays. If one were to subtract them 
from the bill, we would be left with only 
$11.502 billion in outlays from continuing oper
ations $137 million less than the 1994 level. 

A similar analysis will show significant cuts 
from the President's request. The initial re
quest was for $12.549 billion, but did no.t .in
clude the subsequent addition of $405 million 
for tax compliance. The request did, however, 
include a $241 million offset provided from tax 
increases-an item not under this committee's 
jurisdiction. . 

Taking into account these adjustments •. ~he 
committee would have needed $13.195 billion 
to fund the President's request. We were able 
to fund only $12.254 billion, $941 million 
below that which we would have needed to 
comply with the President. . · 

The committee undertook three maior steps 
to achieve these savings: 

It eliminated a $999 million GSA lease ac
quisition program. 

It reduced the IRS information systems re
quest by $517 million, a 30 percent cut from 
the $1.757 billion request. . 

It applied a hard freeze for most agenc1es
the lower of the 1994 enacted level or the 
1995 President's request. 

The committee did, however, provide a few 
select, small increases for some law enforce
ment agencies and particularly important initia
tives that I will outline. 

. TITLE I-TREASURY 

Most Treasury Department Bureaus are 
funded at the hard freeze-the lower of the 
1994 enacted or the 1995 request. 

The first significant increase relative to 1994 
provides $9.7 million to the Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco and Firearms for fingerprinting, com
puter upgrades, and new ballistics technology. 
This inclues $2.6 million to fingerprint appli
cants for firearms retail licenses, $2.1 million 
to automate existing reports on individuals 
buying multiple handguns, $1.1 million to com
puterize indices for out-of-business firearms 
dealer records, and $3.9 million to promote 
ballistics technology-CEASEFIRE-buy bet
ter bullet-proof vests, and hire additional 
agents. Not a penny of the computer money 
will be used to computerize any data that the 
agency does not collect already. 

For Customs, the bill includes a net in
crease of $18 million for NAFTA and service 
modernization, partially offset by a reduction in 
the air and marine program. This is composed 
of $18 million for NAFTA, $26 million for its 
Automated Commercial System, $10 million 
for a Western Hemispheric Trade Study, $2.1 
million for additional customs inspectors, $1.4 
million for financial management improve
ments, and a reduction of $39 million from the 
air and marine program. 

The bill provides a $15 million increase for 
the Secret Service to train State and locals in 

Presidential nominee protection-$8.5 mil
lion-and to combat counterfeiting overseas
$6.5 million. 

For the IRS, the bill includes the $405 mil
lion tax compliance initiative mentioned earlier 
and included in the budget resolution. A $2 bil
lion expenditure for this initiative over 5 years 
should raise $9 billion in more revenue. 

The bill includes a major cut to IRS informa
tion systems of $517 million below the budget 
request and $231 million below the 1994 ap-
propriation. . 

The committee also generated savings by 
transferring $33 million out of the Treasury for
feiture fund to the general fund. The savings 
from this transfer were applied to other treas
ury law enforcement programs. The committ~e 
intends to replenish the forfeiture fund with 
moneys derived from the forthcoming crime 
trust fund. 

TITLE II-POSTAL SERVICE 

The committee fully funded the President's 
budget request of $92.3 million, consistent 
with the Revenue Foregone Act. This includes 
$63 million for free mail for the blind and over
seas voters and $29 million to reimburse the 
postal service to make up for not funding the 
full revenue forgone appropriation for several 
years. 

TITLE Ill-EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

Almost all accounts within the Executive Of
fice of the President are funded at a hard 
freeze-the 1994 appropriation or the 1995 
President's budget, whichever is lower. The 
only exceptions lie in the area of drug control 
programs. The bill provides an a~dit!onal $12 
million for high intensity drug trafficking areas 
and reduces the special forfeiture fund by 
$37.7 million. 

This is an unusual mark for this committee. 
For the past 13 years, this committee has al
most fully funded the Executive Office at the 
level requested by the President; this reduc
tion results only from our low 602(b) ceiling. 

TITLE IV-INDEPENDENT AGENCIES GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 

The bill provides no funding for the request 
of $999 million for the lease acquisition pro
gram. In addition, it reduces new const.r~cti~n 
and acquisition of facilities from $925 million ~n 
1994 to $508 million, a reduction of $417 mil
lion. 

It includes $28 million in new construction 
projects and $11 million in repair and. alter
ation projects not included in the President's 
request. Those projects not currently author
ized will require authorization before funds can 
be obligated. . . 

To partially fund these increases, the bill in
cludes a rescission of $78.2 million not re
quested by the President-$30 ~illi?n of this 
rescission is for a building in my district. 

In the rental of space account, because 
rental costs throughout the country have been 
going down, the amount that GSA pays to les
sors has been · reduced by $45 million. How
ever, since GSA charges rent to tenant agen
cies based on fair market value, the revenue 
accruing GSA will be lower in 1995. A reduc
tion in revenue to offset GSA expenditures, in
creased outlays in our bill by $134 million: 

Million 
Loss in rental income ........................ - $236 
Savings in rent costs for TPS agen-

cies .. ...... .... .... ..... ...... ............. ..... .... +$57 

Million 
Reduced rent paid by GSA ................. ~ 

Net loss to TPS bill .......... ... ........ -$134 
OTHER INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

The bill provides a hard freeze for all ?ther 
agencies except: $7 million for the Nat1o~al 
Historical Publications and Records Commis
sion-$3 million above request; National Ar
chives at the President's request of $195 mil
lion $4 million over 1994 enacted; Federal 
Ele~tions Commission at the President's re
quest of $27.1 million, $3.5 milli~n . a~ove 
1994 and administrative expense hm1tat1ons 
for o'PM and MSPB were increased by $5 mil
lion to cover increased retirement costs. 

The bill includes mandatory increases in 
payments for annuitants. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Titles V and VI contain general prov1s1ons 
applying to this act and Governmentwide. I 
have continued the mandatory use language 
for FTS2000. Chairman BROOKS, CONYERS, 
and SABO as well as GSA and OMB rec
ommended that this language be continued. 

The general provisions include a 2 perc~nt 
across-the-board increase for executive 
branch employees and language that would 
provide for one-half of the locality pay ad.jus~
ments authorized under current law. This 1s 
above the President's request, which pro
posed the equivalent of a 1.6 percent across
the-board increase for Federal workers. These 
employees received no adjustment last year to 
reflect private sector wage increases. OPM's 
last pay survey showed an average pay dis
parity of 26 percent between the public and 
private sector, reaching as high as 39 percent. 

REINVENTING GOVERNMENT 

The bill includes a number of funding in
creases and provisions designed to help im
prove service delivery and reinvent Govern
ment. 

The report has language mandating the im
plementation of performance measures for all 
agencies. 

The bill allows agencies to keep 50 percent 
of their end-of-year unobligated balances, pro
viding an incentive to prevent wasteful end-of
year spending. 

It includes appropriations for computer m~d
ernization at Customs and ATF, and funds in
novative ballistics technology for ATF
CEASEFIRE. 

It mandates the Financial Management 
Service to use electronic funds transfer rather 
than the Postal Service to provide checks and 
mandates that Customs explore new inspec
tion technologies. 

It supports the Customs reorganization, 
which will move staff from headquarters to 
field, and provides resources for Customs to 
address serious financial management prob
lems. 

CLOSING 

Mr. Chairman, this bill does not provide ade
quate funding for the Internal Revenue Serv
ice's tax systems modernization program. It 
does not provide all of the funding that the law 
enforcement agencies need. But, as I ex
plained earlier, the 602(b) allocati?n sim~ly did 
not provide a ceiling that made 1t possible to 
fund everything. 

I commend the ranking minority member, 
Mr. LIGHTFOOT, for the great jobs that he has 
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done, and I appreciate the conscientious and 
faithful service of all the members of the sub
committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, as the ranking Repub
lican on the Subcommittee on Treas
ury-Postal Service-General Govern
ment, I am very pleased that we are 
bringing this bill to the floor today. It 
is, I think, a very fiscally responsible 
bill. The chairman has very ably gone 
through the various parts of the bill 
and explained what we are doing with 
the funding there. 

Quite frankly, I do not think we 
could be more fiscally responsible than 
we have been in this particular pack
age. 

We are looking at a roughly $23 bil
lion package, somewhere in the neigh
borhood of 2 percent of the total Fed
eral budget. But playing on an old line 
that someone else said in this Chamber 
years ago, a billion here and a billion 
there, pretty soon it adds up to real 
money. I think our subcommittee has 
gone a long way toward fiscal respon
sibility in the bill. 

Most of the accounts, as the chair
man has explained, with the exception 
of law enforcement, have been frozen at 
a hard freeze or lower. At the lower of 
last year's level or the administra
tion's request, whichever number was 
the bottom one, was the one we took, 
except, as I mentioned, in law enforce
ment. So in terms of the budget, I 
think it will be hard to argue that this 
is anything but a good bill. 

It is not often one can come down 
here and say that. 

I also agreed with the decision to 
provide a little higher level of funding 
for law enforcement agencies. Quite 
frankly, we must be consistent. If we 
are going to be tough on crime, we 
have to put our money where our 
mouth is and be sure that those agen
cies responsible for criminal activities, 
monitoring those activities, making 
arrests and so on, are not hog-tied in 
their effort to do the job that we have 
given them to do. 

The bill contains, as the chairman 
has previously pointed out, an histori
cally low level of new construction 
funding. At the same time, it rescinds 
over $78 million in construction 
projects that were recommended can
celed by GSA's time out and review. 
Another feature of the bill that I sup
port very strongly was the decision of 
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
HOYER] to reject the Treasury Depart
ment's request for $244 million in new 
user fees. These, quite frankly, were 
not authorized, and it would have had 
to go through the process. But these 
were figures that they brought to our 
subcommittee in presenting their budg
et, and the chairman, I think, made a 

very wise decision. And I support him 
100 percent on not implementing those 
new user fees. 
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Mr. Chairman, I guess if they had 

been authorized I would have opposed 
them that . way anyway, but I think 
that whatever the reasoning was be
hind excluding them, it is a good deci
sion, and I think it is one that we are 
seeing in other subcommittees as well. 

Yesterday, Mr. Chairman, we had a 
group in from Iowa. One of the things 
they were very concerned about was 
the potential of new user fees coming 
down the road. I think it is an issue 
that out in the country, at least, peo
ple do not want to see happen. 

Mr. Chairman, I have to admit it did 
make the funding decisions more dif
ficult, because there is $244 million 
that essentially was not there, because 
the Treasury's requests were predi
cated on approval of those user fees. 

As a result, Mr. Chairman, we face a 
very tight budget constraint. It is one 
of those things-we have to learn to 
live within our means, and I think 
under the leadership of the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER], this com
mittee very adequately did so. 

That is not to say we do not have 
some concerns with the bill that we are 
bringing to the floor today. As Mem
bers are going to hear later, there are 
numerous amendments that were of
fered to both the bill and report, by Re
publicans in both subcommittee and 
full committee markup, affecting the 
White House operations. 

All these amendments were rejected 
on party line votes. Numerous requests 
to make such amendments in order on 
the floor today were rejected by the 
Committee on Rules. 

I think it is unfortunate and sends, in 
my opinion, a very bad signal. We in 
Congress, I think, have a responsibility 
to provide oversight over the executive 
branch, regardless of what we may 
hear. We fund their budget and we are 
appropriating taxpayer dollars. 

Another thing that makes us rather 
unique, the executive branch is a per
manently authorized entity within the 
Federal Government, so this is the 
only opportunity that the Congress has 
to have any say-so on White House or 
executive branch activities. 
It is a bit of an awkward situation, in 

that if we want to do things that deal 
with the way things are run, that be
comes legislation, and we have a prohi
bition against legislating on an appro
priations package, but since this is the 
only opportunity that the executive 
branch is discussed on the House floor, 
obviously it will become the target 
point for a number of amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to 
point out, and the chairman has said 
this several times, and I applaud him 
for it, he has always been personally 
very fair in his treatment of the White 

House, and anything that we are talk
ing about today certainly is not aimed 
at Chairman HOYER. It is more of a ma
jority-minority argument that it is 
anything of a personal nature. 

Mr. Chairman, we have had in the 
previous 12 years of Republican admin
istrations no less than 36 oversight 
hearings. They were held on matters 
involving the executive branch. Six of 
them were by a Republican-controlled 
majority in the Senate, and how many 
have we held here? Our chairman did 
agree to one, and we had it, and I ap
preciate that. We asked him for the 
hearing, and we had it last fall. I do 
not know if other committees can say 
the same. I kind of doubt it. 

Mr. Chairman, some are issues that 
we have seen raised in the press, and I 
think that we are failing to provide 
adequate oversight on, and some are 
press accounts, for the most part. 
Some of it is from GAO investigations 
and so on, but just to list a few: 

Mismanagement of the White House 
travel office and conflicts of interest, 
Whitewater and Madison Guaranty 
matters, improper contacts between 
White House and RTC officials, the 
First Lady's commodity trades, con
flicts of interest by political consult
ants, White House security pass delays, 
drug testing delays for White House 
employees, White House travel funds 
for nonofficial purposes, millions of 
telephone computer procurements pur
chased through unlimited or . sole
source contracting, double-dipping by 
the White House staff in transition ac
counts, access to classified materials 
by staff without security clearances. 
There are others, but these are the 
ones, I think, that have received the 
most attention as far as the press is 
concerned. 

Mr. Chairman, I think my colleagues 
on this side of the aisle are justifiably 
frustrated that we do not have any
where that we can go and discuss these 
matters. I am sure these issues and the 
ability to fully air them will affect the 
decision of many Members on this side 
of the aisle on final passage of the bill. 

That is regrettable in one sense, be
cause as the Chairman and I both have 
pointed out, fiscally I think this is 
probably one of the soundest bills that 
has come to the floor, at least since I 
have been in Congress, and we cer
tainly want to discharge our fiscal re
sponsibilities in the right way. 

I would also be remiss if I did not 
thank the staff on both sides. The mi
nority and majority staff, at least on 
this subcommittee, worked together. 
They are friends, and it really makes it 
a lot easier to do a difficult kind of job 
where we had to tell a lot of people 
"no" this time, including a lot of our 
colleagues who came in with projects 
and so on. 

Again, fiscally it is a very sound bill. 
I think that we do have some problems 
with the operation down at the White 



13026 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE June 15, 1994 
House, which will be aired before the 
day is through. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, again, I 
thank the ranking member for his com
ments, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 9 minutes to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. WOLF], who was my pred
ecessor on this subcommittee, and now 
is the ranking member on the Sub
committee on Transportation of the 
Committe'e on Appropriations. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, let me begin 
by commending both the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] and the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT]. 
We have had a good relationship, and I 
have a feeling of fondness for both indi
viduals, and I want the RECORD to show 
that. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not support this 
bill unless several amendments that I 
will off er are accepted. There are other 
problems that I have with this bill. 

I think this bill will lead to RIF's. I 
think the way the pay raise has been 
dealt with is inappropriate. I think the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
MCDADE] offered the appropriate way 
that will not lead to RIF's. 

I know it got tied up in peacekeep
ing, But I think the approach we take 
in this bill will lead to RIF's, and the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MCDADE] should 
have been accepted in the full commit
tee. Reasonable men and women can 
differ in that, but I think the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania had the 
right approach. 

The two fundamental issues that I 
would like to address to the Members 
of the Congress and to -anyone who is 
listening are these two issues. We have 
found out, and it is very painful, and I 
know people think it is partisan, but 
there have been some fundamental 
problems in the operation of the White 
House. · 

Mr. Chairman, we have been, over 
and over, hammering and trying to get 
the White House on their own to 
change the question with regard to the 
number of passes that they have had 
out. They have had four prominent 
people, James Carville, Mandy 
Grunwald, Paul Begala, and Stan 
Greenberg, who have been representing 
outside groups, and at the same time 
have White House passes whereby they 
can roam the White House 24 hours a 
day, 7 days a week, and if members 
read Bob Woodward's book, "The Agen
da", they are giving absolutely critical 
advice to the President. 

I made the comment when the rule 
came in that the White House would 
have to cave in on this, and that I 
thought it would have been good if it 
could have been done in a spirit of bi
partisanship, whereby we could have 
offered language which would have not 

only bound this administration but 
also future administrations. It was not 
done. 

Mr. Chairman, I plan on offering that 
amendment today which would require, 
and again, I thank the administration 
and Mr. McLarty for suggesting the 
regs, there is some debate as to what 
form they should file, but I am not sure 
the committee ought to get bogged 
down in that today. 

Mr. Chairman, this ought to be codi
fied, whereby in every administration, 
this administration and future admin
istrations, that prominent, big-time 
people who are representing outside 
groups and foreign interests have to 
file a financial disclosure statement so 
the American people can know if there 
is a conflict of interest. Mr. Chairman, 
this bill is deficient because it does not 
do that. 

Enough said. I have talked about 
that other times. Let me speak to the 
other fundamental issue, which, frank
ly, the administration will be embar
rassed on if they do not deal with the 
issue. 
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Mr. Chairman, we have found that 
there are a large number of high-level 
people in the administration who, as of 
a certain date, had not even filed their 
national security background papers. 
All the Members that have constitu
ents who work for NSA, CIA, DIA, Hon
eywell, big companies and high-tech 
companies like this, all have to file 
these background checks to make sure 
that the person does not have a back
ground whereby they would give infor
mation to a foreign power. 

Mr. Chairman, the White House oper
a ti on bordered on being sloppy and 
some people would even call it much, 
much worse than that. We found out 
about it, we pleaded with them, we had 
an exchange of communications with 
Mr. McLarty at the time, who told us 
that the same process was already 
being done as they did in other admin
istrations, and at that time Mr. 
McLarty, who is the chief of staff and 
who is a good person, let the RECORD 
state, did not even have his White 
House pass after almost a year. I mean, 
it borders on being a scandal. 

Mr. Chairman, we found out that Dee 
Dee Myers, who everyone sees on the 
press every day as the White House 
spokesman, had not even filed her FBI 
background check after being on the 
staff for 1 year and 2 months. Dee 
Myers said she did not have time. Mr. 
Chairman, it takes about 3 hours to do. 
Can my colleagues imagine . the number 
of small businessmen that would tell 
the IRS they did not file because they 
did not have time, they did not file 
with OSHA because they did not have 
time? It is just absolutely crazy. 

The Members of the Permanent Se
lect Committee on Intelligence would 
tell me, they would go down to the 

White House and would be discussing 
the most secret, top secret information 
with regard to North Korea, Bosnia, 
Somalia, and Dee Dee Myers would be 
their listening and listening and listen
ing and she had not even filed the pa
pers when all the people that live in 
my district that work for the CIA and 
the DIA and the private contractors all 
have to do it. 

Mr. Chairman, I serve on the Hel
sinki Committee and I want to com
mend the gentleman from Maryland 
[Mr. HOYER], for his leadership on that 
committee, whose job has been to look 
at what is taking place in regard to 
Eastern Europe. Several years ago be
fore the Berlin Wall fell and before 
communism was over, the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] and I 
took a trip to the Soviet Union and we 
went into Gulag 35, Perm Camp 35. It is 
the last gulag in the Soviet Union. It is 
the gulag that Scharansky was in. It is 
a tortuous place. In the month of Au
gust it was brutal. I can see in the 
month of January when it snows, it is 
absolutely brutal. If one has read 
Solzhenitsyn's book, Gulag Archipel
ago, we had seen the Gulag Archipel
ago. We had been there. The gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] and I, 
with the State Department representa
tive brought in a cam recorder, went in 
and said, "We are United States Con
gressmen," and the place went wild. 
They could not believe that two Con
gressmen had visited the gulag and the 
men insisted to meet with us and said 
they were going to go on a si tdown 
strike unless they could see us. We 
brought out the video cam recorder, 
and any man who wanted to see us, and 
we found men in machisos, in the tor
ture chamber, and I cannot give the 
feeling of that torture chamber here to 
the body, but it was a terrible place. As 
we began to video the men, well into 
the night, as darkness came, and this is 
in the Ural Mountains, three of the 
men came forward and said that they 
had worked for our government, for the 
U.S. Government, and because they 
had helped our government, they were 
in prison in Gulag 35. 

Mr. Chairman, I did not believe it. It 
did not seem possible that these pris
oners in this camp could have done it. 

To make a very long story short, I 
came back and checked with our intel
ligence agency, and it was true. 

Three of the men, three of the men 
who went through living hell, who suf
fered, who worked for our government 
to bring about the demise of com
munism, were in this terrible place. 
Why were they in this place? They 
were in the place because Aldrich Ames 
who worked at the CIA and who, it has 
now come out, told on them. He told. 
He said to the KGB, "These men are 
working for the U.S. Government" and 
they were arrested. 

Mr. Chairman, while we cannot talk 
about this too much on the floor, we 
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also know that a number were killed. 
They were killed. These men were 
killed. This is real stuff. This is not 
"LeCarre," a James Bond book that 
ends happily ever after on the Riviera. 
These men were killed. 

Mr. Chairman, right here I have the 
picture of one of them. This is Vladi
mir Potashov. He has been by my office 
since then. He lives in the United 
States We have worked with our Gov
ernment to help him, and he has con
tacted me and offered to be a witness, 
a witness in the Aldrich Ames case. He 
worked for us. I wish I could tell more. 
I wish I could tell Members everything 
I knew. I just feel frustrated that I can
not get it all out. But I cannot tell 
some things. I cannot tell who in our 
government had him do this. 

Look at the barbed wire and look at 
the men. This man here was 
Scharansky's roommate. Call 
Scharansky up in Israel and ask him 
who his roommate is. I sent 
Scharansky the tape. This is 
Scharansky's roommate. These men 
suffered for the United States in the 
defeat of communism. 

I go to the next photo, and there is 
Vladimir. Here is the Soviet thing and 
this young man who wanted to emi
grate to Israel, he gave us the "V." He 
gave us the "V." Members can talk to 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH] and he will tell them. He gave 
us the "V." It took a lot of courage. 

Look at the KGB and the forces 
there. They were going to go after 
these guys when we left. There is 
Vladimir. Look at the face. 

Mr. Chairman, what does this have to 
do with the amendment that I have to 
offer that I begged the chairman to let 
us take in a bipartisan way? What does 
it do? 

When Patsy Thomasson from the 
White House came, we asked her and 
raised these questions and Patsy 
Thomasson has stated before our com
mittee, "I don't think we have any Al
drich Ames at the White House, but we 
certainly could." 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
would make sure that we do not. We 
can call this the Vladimir Potashov 
amendment, we can call it the 
Scharansky amendment, we can call it 
the common-sense amendment, but I 
would call it the right thing to do. 

Mr. Chairman, I am surprised that 
the committee would not accept this 
amendment. We are going to offer it 
later on, it will probably be ruled out 
of order. I for one having been in the 
gulag, having met with these men, 
could never, ever support a bill that I 
think would jeopardize the security of 
the United States. Why should not Dee 
Dee Myers file her papers with the 
FBI? Why should not these people do 
it? All our amendment says, in 30 days 
they have to file their applications and 
the FBI background check has to be 
done in 6 months. Every other adminis-

tration says they can do it in 2 months. whom they regularly work. The form referred 
We also have a proviso to allow the to in the recent White House directive is the 
President to exempt if there is a par- SF-450, which is usually used for temporary 
ticular case. employees. In addition, the SF-450 does not 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge the com- provide for listing of gifts and travel from out
mittee to accept this amendment when side sources. Finally, the directive does not 
.it comes up, because I am going to even require the filling out of the actual SF
offer this until the cows come home. I 450 form-with the attendant legal con
am writing every Senator on the Sen- sequences for not providing accurate informa
ate side of this, with pictures. I will tion-but merely requires providing the same 
never, ever, ever let this issue go as information required from the form. 
long as the blood flows through my Expediting the White House pass process 
brains and my body and I have an op- also is a reasonable measure that would apply 
portunity to speak on this floor, be- to this and all future administrations. We re
cause, frankly, that is why I was elect- cently learned that the White House had radi
ed to Congress, to do what I think is cally departed from previous practice in ob
important. I am embarrassed that the taining background investigations on White 
committee will not take a fundamental House employees and had let hundred of em
national security amendment. ployees work for months on only a temporary 

Mr. Chairman, I hear we want to pass. 
have major investigations of this and My concerns prompting these amendments 
the Permanent Select Committee on focus largely on accountability. Nowhere is ac
Intelligence rightfully so is doing that. countability more important than in the White 

But here we have a fundamental po- House, no matter who is occupying the posi
tential leak and we are doing abso- tion. I do not mean for these amendments to 
lutely nothing. be a partisan issue. I raised these concerns in 

I strongly rise in support of this the previous administration when there were 
amendment and urge when it comes up . appearance problems with lobbyists, but even 
that hopefully we will adopt it in a bi- then, those individuals did not have 24-hour-a
partisan, noncontroversial manner. We day White House access passes. 
will throw bouquets to the administra- FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE BY POLITICAL CONSULTANTS 

tion, bouquets to the committee and WITH WHITE HOUSE PASSES 

bouquets to everybody. Not to adopt The recent GAO Travelgate report noted 
this amendment would be a terrible that the access that Hollywood producer and 
mistake for our national security and Clinton friend, Harry Thomason, had to the 
for the integrity of this committee. White House during the White House travel of-

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition fice debacle conveyed "the appearance of in
to the fiscal year 1995 Treasury, Postal Serv- fluence and authority * * * unrestricted access 
ice appropriations bill. Voting to support this of nongovernment employees creates an op
bill without allowing for important amendments portunity for influence without the accountabil
will limit White House accountability and abdi- ity * * *." The recent directive issued by the 
cate our role in proper oversight. We should Chief of Staff makes a start at revealing the 
not ignore the lax procedures that this White clients of political consultants with White 
House has exhibited in a number of areas. House passes but this amendment sets this 

In addition, the manner in which the Federal policy into law permanently. 
pay rise is addressed in this bill threatens to The White House informed us, in response 
result in many RIF's. In full committee, Mr. to our committee questions, that the outside 
MCDADE had offered an amendment that consultants work on "whatever issues on 
would have paid for the raises without making which the President, the Vice President, the 
the agencies absorb the cost as is the current First lady, or members of their staffs request 
language in the bill. I believe Mr. MCDADE's them to consult." As detailed in the new book 
language was preferable in terms of protecting by Bob Woodward, "The Agenda: Inside the 
current Federal employees from layoffs. Clinton White House," these outside consult-

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS ants were constantly at war with many of the 
Asking for financial disclosure by those with President's economic advisers and tried to re-

24-hour-a-day White House access passes is shape their work on numerous occasions. The 
a reasonable measure for this administration Washington Post just last week pointed out 
and all future administrations, both Democrat that the consultants had understated "to the 
and Republican. This amendment should be point of distortion their own roles inside the 
allowed. White House, as well as understated some-

Last week, the White House said it would what their various connections with the outside 
require political consultants with White House world * * * It's well known that these four par
passes to provide information like that filed by ticularly have played such a hands-on, staff
special Government employees in a directive like role in this administration * * * many out
from Chief of Staff Mack Mclarty. While this is side clients hire them precisely because of the 
a start, I believe it is important that we memo- inside influence they are presumed to have." 
rialize this policy in this bill so that it applies Given their integral involvement, why not apply 
to this Administration and all future administra- the same rules to them? 
tions. Mr. Woodward reveals that this potential for 

I had hoped this amendment would be ac- problems did not go unnoticed at the White 
cepted as a friendly amendment. It merely re- House. Howard Paster, until recently the 
quires that the political consultants who ap- White House's liaison with Congress, had this 
pear to be permanently, not temporarily, to say about the consultants: 
ensconced in the White House will file the. It was outrageous that the outside consult
same SF-278 as the other senior aides with ants were providing the President with 
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major policy option papers in confidential 
memos that Paster often never saw or saw 
only too late. If lobbyists with business cli
ents had this kind of relationship with the 
President, it would be a giant scandal. The 
consultants had clients, some businesses, 
some politicians like Senator Moynihan, 
who paid big fees for their work. Paster 
wasn't sure the political consultants were 
that different from other outside businesses. 
He resented their influence and was sure 
they presented Clinton with a potentially se
rious liability. Valuable inside information 
and conflicts abounded. 

Mr. Paster filed a financial disclosure form. 
So did the economic advisers that Carville and 
company were constantly doing battle with. 
What is wrong with applying the same rules to 
them as apply to those they are working with 
day after day? In fact, in a letter to me, Lloyd 
Cutler wrote that a background investigation
the only step the consultants have agreed to
is "only one of the steps that a person must 
go through to get a permanent pass. Other 
steps include attending training in ethics and 
security matters, completed financial disclo
sure forms, and undergoing IRS and other 
checks." 

In hearings before our subcommittee in 
March, White House witness, Patsy 
Thomasson stated that the consultants would 
"be required to file all necessary paperwork as 
if they were an employee of the White 
House." The financial disclosure amendment 
would make this commitment permanent for 
this and all future administrations. 

Unlike other issues where a Member can go 
to an authorizing committee to address the 
matter, this bill is our only vehicle to address 
systemic problems at the White House. There 
are only approximately 50 legislative days left 
this year to address issues. If we don't ad
dress this problem here and now, it will not be 
solved. If you care about ethics, now is the 
time to stand and deliver on this issue. 

WHITE HOUSE PASSES 

In addition to this financial disclosure prob
lem I had also wanted to offer an amendment 
providing for a timely processing of White 
House passes. As we learned earlier this year, 
after repeated denials from the White House, 
the White House pass process was in dis
array. Hundreds of staffers did not have per
manent passes and many had not even filled 
out the paperwork to begin the background in
vestigation process. Security clearances were 
not even in place for senior officials such as 
Press Secretary Dee Dee Myers. Chief of 
Staff Mack Mclarty didn't even get his perma
nent pass until March of this year. 

In the past, permanent passes were issued 
within 2 to 3 months or maybe even 4 months 
at the outer limits, according to those we have 
spoken with who conducted this process in the 
past. The amendment that I seek would pro
vide for 6 months to complete the entire proc
ess, and it also uses the White House pro
vided guideline to submit SF-86 forms within 
30 days of commencing employment. 

When I discussed these matters with those 
who handled White House passes in previous 
administrations, I was told that the delay in ob
taining passes for over a year was "unprece
dented." This amendment would provide for 
an orderly process and prevent this situation 
from happening again either in this administra
tion or in any future administrations. 

The White House pass process aft ects na
tional security in an important way too. It is im
portant that we follow the rules because even 
when we do follow the rules, there will be 
problems that slip through. When I visited the 
Soviet Union in 1989, I was in the last gulag 
there: Perm Camp 35. Some of the men there 
told me that they worked for our Government 
and it now has come out that they had been 
sentenced to the gulag because of Aldrich 
Ames giving information about them to the 
Russian Government. As numerous security 
experts have noted, it is the mission of coun
terintelligence agents to obtain information 
about such holes in security so that they might 
take advantage of such lax procedures in 
some manner. If Aldrich Ames, with a back
ground investigation and security clearance 
can do what he did, what kind of potential 
problems are we creating when we don't fol
low any of the necessary procedures? 

As Patsy Thomasson stated before our 
committee, "We don't think we have any Al
drich Ameses at the White House*** but we 
certainly could." This amendment to provide 
for timely processing of White House passes 
would lower the likelihood of Aldrich Ameses. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to my friend, the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. DARDEN], a member 
of the committee. · 

Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the chairman yielding 3 minutes 
to me to discuss this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of H.R. 4539, the Treasury, Postal 
Service, and General Government Ap
propriations Bill. I want to commend 
Chairman HOYER, Mr. LIGHTFOOT' and 
other members of the subcommittee 
for their hard work and efforts in fash
ioning this bill. 

As Chairman HOYER and the ranking 
member have pointed out, this is a fis
cally responsible bill with hard freezes 
in the funding levels for most accounts. 
I would like to highlight several as
pects of H.R. 4539 mentioned by the 
gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. Chairman, under the Department 
of the Treasury budget, the committee 
has provided funding for the important 
activities of the Federal Law Enforce
ment Training Oen ter [FLETC]. As the 
Members well know, FLETC conducts 
more than 200 different training pro
grams for law enforcement personnel 
from over 70 Federal agencies and 
many State police groups. These pro
grams range from basic, entry-level 
law enforcement to antiterrorism tech
niques and financial fraud investiga
tion. In 1993, FLETC's three sites grad
uated over 23,000 students. From expe
rience, I can tell you that FLETC and 
FLETC personnel are a source of pride 
to their States and community. 

Mr. Chairman, in addition to FLETC, 
this bill provides funding for several 
other important law enforcement agen
cies including the Secret service, the 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Fire
arms [BATF], and the financial crimes 
enforcement network [FinCEN]. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I am particu
larly pleased that within the U.S. Cus-

toms Service budget, the committee 
has provided $18 million and 186 agents 
to enforce the provisions of NAFTA. 
This NAFTA enforcement initiative 
will establish teams of law enforce
ment, trade, and inspection personnel 
to prevent transshipping, country of 
origin, and foreign subsidy violations. 

-Mr. Chairman, this funding and per
sonnel level for NAFTA enforcement 
honors the enforcement commitment 
made to many Members of this body 
who were concerned about the possible 
effect of NAFTA on American indus
tries, particularly textiles. As a mem
ber of the Textile Caucus, I strongly 
support this enforcement initiative and 
believe that it will help revitalize 
American textile-related industries. 

Again, I commend the chairman, 
ranking member, and committee staff 
on their efforts in bringing this legisla
tion to the floor today. 

D 1110 
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. IsTOOK], a member of 
the subcommittee and a very able 
Member of Congress. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I, as a 
member of the subcommittee, think it 
is important to share some thoughts on 
this particular piece of legislation. 

Much has been said, and rightfully 
so, about the open attitude that has 
been taken by the chairman of the sub
committee, the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. HOYER], which I very much 
appreciate. Even though we have not 
always agreed upon different matters 
in the bill, I think it is important to 
the process that disagreements have 
been handled in an orderly and respect
ful fashion, and there have been many 
difficult decisions taken in the bill. 

I recognize the spending freeze for 
White House personnel is one that has 
political difficulty, especially for a 
member of the President's own party, 
and I appreciate the fact that a deci
sion such as that nevertheless was 
made. But there are some factors that 
are not included in this bill that are of 
concern to many of us. 

Part of it has to do with the White 
House compensation, the fact that 
members of the President's staff are 
not held to public account as to how 
much they are being paid. 

If you look at a staff member, some
one who works for a Member of Con
gress, there is public disclosure of how 
much is being paid to them and how 
much it costs the taxpayers. The White 
House holds itself exempt, and will 
continue to hold itself exempt, so long 
as we in Congress do not require that 
there be public disclosure of the 
amounts that the White House spends 
on its personnel person by person. 

An amendment that I had for that 
was not made in order to be presented 
here on the floor. 

In a similar fashion, there is dif
ficulty with White House travel. The 
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President is a political official both in 
the sense of being a holder of public of
fice and a political figure within his 
party. He does work that is campaign 
work as well as work that is Presi
dential. He has people that travel with 
him for those purposes, and if they 
travel on official aircraft but for a 
campaign-type purpose or a nonoffice 
purpose, they are supposed to make re
imbursement to the taxpayers for that. 
The White House tells us that is being 
done, but they refuse to provide specif
ics to us as to who has made how much 
reimbursement or been billed through 
the White House travel office, which it
self has become controversial. 

The public has a right to know, but 
again, unless we defeat the motion to 
rise, my amendment on that cannot be 
offered on this floor. 

However, there are other amend
ments which I do intend to offer. 

One of the features of this bill is that 
it expends $508 million for construction 
of new Federal court houses. Now, 
there is need to plan ahead in construc
tion of office space for use by the judi
ciary, but there is also tremendous 
controversy. 

The General Services Administra
tion, which oversees this construction, 
when through a review process last 
year, and they cut down the size of dif
ferent buildings that they planned to 
construct. However, little attention 
seems to be paid to how much we are 
spending per square foot. Even if you 
make a building smaller, if you still 
expend an exorbitant amount per 
square foot of construction space, you 
are not doing right by the taxpayers. 

Let me give you some examples: 
Across the country, to build a public 
building, or private building, for that 
matter, generally construction costs do 
not usually exceed $90 to $100 a square 
foot. The State of Arizona built a new 
facility for its State supreme court re
cently. They paid less than $100 per 
square foot. They paid $93 a square 
foot. 

Yet to build a new Federal court
house in Tucson, AZ, it is now proposed 
that we spend $181 per square foot, 
twice as much as it cost to build a 
State courthouse, and that ratio seems 
to hold true all across the country. If 
you are building a State courthouse or 
a local courthouse, it costs about half 
as much as if the Federal Government 
builds a courthouse. That is wrong. 

I have an amendment to provide pro
portional cuts in construction costs for 
new Federal courthouses and Federal 
office buildings. 

Frankly, the amendment is rather 
modest. It only tries to cut about a 
fourth of the amount by which the cost 
exceeds $100 per square foot, and yet I 
anticipate there will be opposition. 

But this amendment would save the 
taxpayers $32 million out of this $508 
million that is to be spent under this 
piece of legislation, and I commend 

that amendment to the other Members 
of Congress. 

I also will offer amendments to cut 
two very minor Federal agencies. 
These two small agencies, the Adminis
trative Conference of the United 
States, and the Advisory Council on 
Intergovernmental Relations, costs the 
taxpayers about $3 million a year. To 
do what? One of them is supposed to be 
coordinating the communication be
tween Federal, State, and local govern-
ment. ' 

Mr. Chairman, we have dozens of 
groups that already do that, public 
groups and private groups as well. We 
do not need to spend millions of dollars 
more just to give a few more people a 
job on the Federal payroll. 

And in a similar fashion, the Admin
istrative Conference is supposed to give 
advisories to the thousands of other 
Federal bureaucrats who write Federal 
regulations. As I say, we have thou
sands of people who are doing that al
ready. Do we need just a handful more 
people to give them advice, again at 
the expense of taxpayers? 

We have difficulty, it seems, cutting 
amounts of spending, whether they be 
large amounts such as Federal con
struction or small amounts such as 
small Federal agencies. 

I think that if we are serious about 
saving the taxpayers money, we need 
to pass the amendments to take on all 
of those. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. PENNY]. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask for a col
loquy with the gentleman on several 
key points. The first point would be 
the overall spending level in this bill 
compared to the spending level in last 
year's Treasury and Postal Service ap
propriations bill. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PENNY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, as I ex
plained in my opening statement, if 
you discount the $405 million that the 
Budget Committee authorized as "off 
budget" we are approximately $200 
hundred million under fiscal year 1994 
enacted. 

Mr. PENNY. Under last year's appro
priated level? 

Mr. HOYER. Yes; under. I want to 
give you an exact figure. 

Mr. PENNY. I appreciate that. 
Mr. HOYER. In gross discretionary 

budget authority, we are $206 million 
over fiscal year 1994; in terms of discre
tionary outlays, $615 million over, and 
again, if you take the $405 million and 
back that out, we are about $200 mil
lion below 1994. 

Mr. PENNY. On outlays? 
Mr. HOYER. In budget authority, but 

$6 million below the 602(b) allocation in 

outlays, and substantially under the 
President's request in outlays, as I ex
plained in my opening statement. 

Mr. PENNY. If I might proceed on a 
related matter, and that is the level of 
the pay increase for Federal workers 
for the coming fiscal year. Did the 
President request in this budget any 
pay increase of any sort for fiscal year 
1995? 

D 1120 
Mr. HOYER. the answer to the gen

tleman's question is yes to the extent 
that the President included within his 
budget request $1.1 billion which an
ticipated a 1.6-percent raise for Federal 
employees. That was not delineated as 
to whether it was a comparability ad
justment or a locality adjustment. It 
was just $1.1 billion. 

Mr. PENNY. And the amount that 
would be authorized under the commit
tee proposal? 

Mr. HOYER. The committee bill pro
vides a similar pay increase for civil
ians' as the defense authorization bill 
provides for military personnel. That 
would be a 2-percent across-the-board, 
rather than 1.6 percent, and one-half of 
the locality pay that is provided by 
law. That would be an additional $700 
million, $300 million to be absorbed by 
defense and $400 million to be absorbed 
by all the rest. 

Mr. PENNY. Again, if I could reclaim 
my time, is that an additional amount? 
Is that an additional amount beyond 
the amount necessary to finance the 1.6 
percent the President requested? 

Mr. HOYER. Yes, it is. It is $1.1 bil
lion plus $700 million. 

Mr. PENNY. And how is that amount 
accommodated within the budget? Is 
this an amount that has to be eaten by 
the agencies, or is this a new appro
priated level? 

Mr. HOYER. One point one billion 
dollars is provided in the budget. Seven 
hundred million dollars would be ab
sorbed. 

Mr. PENNY. So essentially the 
amount above the President's request 
is going to be absorbed--

Mr. HOYER. That is correct. 
Mr. PENNY. By the departments and 

agencies involved. 
Mr. HOYER. That is correct. 
Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman for those responses. 
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. CAMP] 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to voice my support for a provi
sion in the report language accompany
ing H.R. 4539. It regards the taxation of 
associate member dues paid to agricul
tural organizations. My distinguished 
colleague, Mr. LIGHTFOOT of Iowa, and I 
have worked together on this critical 
issue and hope to make it a concern of 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. Chairman, this issue affects peo
ple in all 50 States and is a concern to 
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many tax-exempt associations outside 
the agricultural community as well. It 
is my hope the Internal Revenue Serv
ice [ffiS] will conduct a full analysis of 
the impact their ruling will have on 
farmers and farm groups, and in so 
doing, choose not to implement its re
cent Technical Advice Memorandums 
which reverse longstanding ms policy. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. BACHUS]. 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, I rise today in opposition to this 
bill and its current form. I went before 
the Committee on Rules and attempted 
to amend this bill to take care of what 
I consider a gross injustice to over 99 
percent of Federal employees. 

We have two pay rates in Federal 
Government. Of the 3,000,000 Federal 
employees, we pay those 3,000 at the 
RTC on a much more lucrative pay 
scale. We not only pay them a base pay 
10 percent more than all other Federal 
employees, but then we add a geo
graphical adjuster which in Washing
ton is 14 percent more than other Fed
eral employees make. In San Francisco 
an RTC employee not only makes 10 
percent more than Federal employees 
in every other Federal agency, but 
tacked onto this they get a 31-percent 
cost-of-living increase where other 
Federal employees get an 8-percent in
crease. As a result of this, Mr. Chair
man, RTC employees are being paid 
anywhere from 24 to 30 percent more 
than employees at Social Security. 

Not only is this unfair to Federal em
ployees, Mr. Chairman, but let me end 
by saying this: 

My son is working this summer. He is 
a junior in high school. He pays $40 
each week in. Federal taxes. It takes 
his salary this summer, every dime of 
Federal income tax that he will pay 
this summer, and 9 other of his fellow 
workers; it takes all 10 of those this 
summer to pay what one RTC em
ployee makes, the additional amount 
that employee makes over another 
Federal employee doing the same job. 
So, Mr. Chairman, my teenager and 
nine other employees will work all 
summer, and every dime of Federal in
come tax that they pay will be used to 
pay someone at the RTC to do a job 
and will pay them an additional 
amount more than employees at all 
other Federal agencies. 

So, Mr. Chairman, this is not only an 
outrage to other Federal employees in 
pay discrimination and inequity, it is 
an inequity to the American taxpayer. 
This ought to be ended. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
HOYER] for yielding, and I rise in 
strong support of a bill which I think 
should be called the Hoyer com
promise. The gentlemen deserves great 

credit for having wrought much out of 
very little. This is a very frugal bill, 
more than a billion dollars less than 
the President asked, and the gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] has 
managed a modest Federal pay raise, 
more than would otherwise have been 
possible. But it is a raise that is con
siderably less than the statutory raise 
that Federal workers expected. The ad
ministration underfunded the statu
tory raise by more than $1.6 billion. A 
raise that equates civilian and military 
employees seems to me to be the kind 
of artful compromise for which the 
gentleman has become noted. I was 
concerned that, with unusually harsh 
budget mechanisms in place, there 
might not have been the flexibility to, 
in fact, pay for this raise. But I bow to 
the experience of the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. HOYER] that there has 
usually been enough flexibility in 
agency budgets to absorb modest 
raises. With lower allocations this year 
as well as budget caps, I feared that 
this might not be the case this year 
and wrote an amendment that would 
have cut less than 1 percent from serv
ice contracts. The procedures for trans
ferring the savings to Federal raises 
would have been difficult to put in 
place this year, but I do intend to re
visit the $105 billion service contract 
issue because, so far as I can tell, that 
is the only item that has been immune 
from cuts. The OMB says that service 
contracts are out of control but has not 
yet put in place a mechanism to get 
them back under control. Service con
tracts too, should make some contribu
tion to deficit reduction, even as Fed
eral employees have had to make con
tributions year after year. I looked at 
the data and found that every year 
since 1978, and that is as far back as I 
went, Federal workers have not re
ceived the entire statutory raise that 
we told them they would get. I believe 
that this is bad management practice. 

Mr. Chairman, I served on the board 
of three Fortune 500 companies before I 
came to Congress, and the collective 
wisdom of the private sector is that if 
you have to make your cuts, you make 
your cuts once and for all, get your 
savings, and then give the remaining 
labor force at least the expected small 
increments that you can afford. Re
peated givebacks gives us back a de
moralized work force and the produc
tivity that inevitably comes with it. It 
is a particularly bad practice in the 
Federal Government where we are now 
involved in a 10-year period of locality 
pay make-up in order to eliminate a 
large gap between Federal and private 
sector wages. · 
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Mr. Chairman, I accept the judgment 

of the chairman of the subcommittee 
that there has been historically the 
flexibility to accommodate raises, and 
I compliment him for the compromise 
he achieved. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia for her comments, and if the 
gentlewoman will yield, let me simply 
observe that we have expressed the 
concern the gentlewoman had and that 
the gentleman from Virginia had, and 
we have discussed it with OMB in 
terms of whether this would require ad
ditional risk. We have been told that it 
will not, and we are relying on that. 
We are certainly going to look at that 
between now and the time of con
ference. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to 
say in summary that from a fiscal per
spective this is, I think, one of the 
most responsible pieces of legislation 
we have brought to the floor in quite 
some time. We have cut the White 
House budget 9.3 percent. We have put 
some money back in for law enforce
ment where, in the opinion of a number 
of the members of the subcommittee on 
both sides of the aisle, the cuts had 
gone much further than they should 
have gone and basically would debili
tate law enforcement and keep them 
from doing the job we have given them 
to do. 

Again, obviously, there are going to 
be a number of disagreements over the 
issues concerning the operation of the 
White House. As I mentioned earlier, 
this is the lightning rod because it is 
the only place where we have an oppor
tunity to talk about White House oper
ations here on the floor. Again I would 
like to thank the chairman of the sub
committee for his cooperation. It was a 
tough bill, but I think, when all is said 
and done, from a fiscal perspective, we 
did a very good job. I am not much at 
bragging on things we do, but I really 
think in this case we did a good job. 
One always would like to find some
where else where we could cut a little 
more, but we really got to the bottom 
line, and as was mentioned earlier, we 
took the lower of the budget figure or 
the President's request, whichever was 
the lowest, and that seemed to be the 
fairest way we could approach the sub
ject, because it involved input from a 
lot of different sources in that respect. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate 
the cooperation of the chairman of the 
subcommittee, and as we go through 
the bill title by title, I am sure some of 
the other things Members are disagree
ing about will be addressed and we will 
have a good debate on these issues 
today. 

Chairman, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just make this 
observation: The gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. PENNY] asked a question 
about how much money we had to 
spend and how much we were over 1994. 
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The ranking member, the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT], and others, 
have said that this is a fiscally respon
sible bill. Let me tell the Members why 
it is and why we have had such a 
crunch. 

Just to reiterate, in 1994 the Presi
dent's request was $12,549 million in 
outlays. If you take out tax compli
ance, if you take out the revenues 
added in the President's budget from 
$241 million in additional fees, you 
would have needed $13,195 million to 
fund the President's bill. The total in 
the bill is $12,254 million. That is $941 
million under the President's figure. 
Looked at in another way, with that 
total of $12,254 million, if you subtract 
tax compliance and prior year outlays 
which were obligated and had to be 
spent this year and the net loss of GSA 
rents, the resources available to our 
committee-and this is the key-were 
at $11,502 million. 

In order to fund the 1994 enactment, 
which is essentially what the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY] 
was asking, we would have needed $137 
million more, so that we are in fact 
discounting those three, the two losses 
of revenues and the tax compliance ini
tiative, and we would have needed $137 
million more to fund at 1994 levels. 

Mr. Chairman, we will be debating 
some issues regarding the White House. 
The White House has certainly made 
mistakes. The Dee Dee Myers incident 
was inappropriate, to say the least. 
That has been corrected. We will have 
a number of amendments, and we will 
discuss them. 

We will discuss passes. I want to say 
that passes, as was testified to by the 
Secret Service, are for maintaining a 
secure and safe environment for the 
President and the Vice President. That 
is what the passes are for. We do not 
have passes to come into our offices be
cause there is not a perceived need to 
keep Members of Congress safe because 
they have not been threatened, at least 
physically. As a result, we do not have 
passes. We do have passes to come gen
erally into the building, but there are 
no background checks for that. It is 
simply to make sure there is nothing 
on the person of somebody who comes 
into the building, a bomb or a weapon 
which may be threatening. This is 
what our passes are for. 

Second, there is a necessity for secu
rity clearances for people in the White 
House. However, as was already testi
fied to, secure secret documents are 
not made available to people whether 
or not they have a White House pass, 
whether or not they have access to the 
White House, unless they have in fact a 
security clearance. This did not hap
pen. 

The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
WOLF] is correct in the instance of Ms. 
Myers. But Mr. WOLF also mentioned 
the Aldrich Ames cases. The gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. WOLF] feels very 

strongly about the danger to which our 
employees overseas were put by the 
traitorous action of Aldrich Ames. Let 
me point out that Aldrich Ames 
worked for the CIA, Aldrich Ames went 
through all the security clearances, Al
drich Ames was repeatedly checked by 
the CIA, and not withstanding that, 
these incidents occurred. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe this is a good 
bill. I hope that we do pass it. There is 
not enough money in it, but it has 
what we think we fiscally can afford. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of the H.R. 4539, the bill providing for 
Treasury, Postal Service, and General Gov
ernment Appropriations for fiscal year 1995. 
This bill is the product of many hours of hard 
work, and I urge my colleagues to support it. 

I want to congratulate Chairman HOYER and 
thank him for his outstanding work in putting 
together a very balanced bill. Mr. HOYER was 
asked to do more this year with less. I believe 
that he has succeeded in that mandate. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to address one spe
cific matter of concern throughout the western 
United States, but of special concern to mu
nicipal electric utilities in the Pacific Northwest. 
Pages seven and eight of House Report 103-
534 note that the Bonneville Power Adminis
tration [BPA] 3 years ago requested the 
Treasury Department to develop a revised 
methodology under Section 9(f) of Public Law 
96--501 to implement Congress' original intent 
that electric resources financed by public enti
ties and acquired by BPA for BPA's use in 
meeting public entities' loads be treated the 
same as if the resources were taken directly 
into public entities systems. I understand that 
BPA and many municipal utilities fear that the 
Treasury Department's existing methodology 
n:iay fail to implement this original intent. 

The apparent lack of clear rules threatens to 
undermine the development and financing of 
important public power projects in the Pacific 
Northwest. As a long-time supporter of public 
power, I am greatly concerned about the im
pact on municipalities. For example, on June 
30, 1993, the IRS was requested to approve 
tax-exempt financing under Section 9(f) of 
Public Law 96--501 for an electric conservation 
project sponsored by a public utility district in 
the State of Oregon. On January 18, 1994, a 
similar request was submitted in connection 
with electric conservation projects sponsored 
by eight public utility districts in the State of 
Washington. A third request for IRS ruling was 
submitted on March 15, 1994, in connection 
with another conservation project sponsored 
by another State of Washington municipal util
ity. 

Although the Internal Revenue Service's ex
isting methodology calls for rulings to be is
sued within 60 days, to date the IRS has 
failed to respond in any substantive way to 
any of these three important ruling requests. 
Clearly, there is a problem when a ruling re
quired within 60 days has not been made 
some 10 months later. 

On page 8 of House Report 103-534, the 
Committee requests the Secretary of the 
Treasury to provide a report by January 1, 
1995, on the need for a revised methodology 
implementing Section 9(f) of Public Law 96--
501. I understand that the Committee intends 

that the Secretary will report that a revised 
methodology is needed if he finds that the ex
isting methodology fails to treat electric re
sources financed by public entities and ac
quired by BPA for BPA's use in meeting public 
entities' loads the same as if the resources 
were taken directly into the public entities' sys
tems. 

I also understand that the Committee in
tends the Secretary of the Treasury will report 
a revised methodology is needed if he finds 
that the IRS consistently has failed to issue 
rulings under Section 9(f) of Public Law 92-
501 within 60 days after receiving written re
quests, as called for under the existing meth
odology. However, I understand that the Com
mittee intends that no report is necessary if 
the Secretary of the Treasury adopts a revised 
methodology consistent with these principles 
and submits that revised methodology to the 
Committee by November 1, 1994. Finally, I 
appreciate the Chairman's commitment to con
tinue working with me on this important mat-
ter. · 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is a balanced ap
proach that advances important policies while 
recognizing current fiscal realities. The bill is 
the product of hard work and tough choices. 
We have been asked to do more with less. 
The Committee and the Chairman have met 
that mandate. I strongly urge a yes vote. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of H.R. 4539, the Treasury-Postal Service 
appropriations bill for fiscal year 1995. 

I want to express my appreciation to the 
subcommittee and particularly to Chairman 
HOYER for funding an initiative in this bill that 
is vitally important to the American textile and 
apparel industry. H.R. 4539 includes $18 mil
lion earmarked to the Customs Service for en
forcement of textile and apparel trade laws, 
along with other trade enforcement measures. 
Customs is to use these funds to hire an addi
tional 186 full-time-equivalent employees. Of 
the 186 additional employees, 1 00 are to be 
dedicated to the enforcement of textile and ap
parel trade laws. 

This funding keeps faith with a pledge the 
Clinton administration made to a number of 
Members during the NAFT A debate. We 
asked the President to commit these re
sources because textile and apparel trade re
strictions seem to be honored more in the 
breach than in the enforcement. For example, 
Customs has estimated that as much as $4 
billion in textile/apparel imports may enter this 
country each year illegally, as a result of 
transshipping. And as serious as that problem 
is today, it could become even more wide
spread if NAFT A is not diligently policed. 

President Clinton pledged in his letter of No
vember 16, 1993, that Customs will hire 50 
additional employees to work "exclusively, to 
the extent practical" on non-NAFTA textile en
forcement and 50 employees to work on 
NAFT A-related textile enforcement. The Presi
dent also pledged that Customs' commercial 
program, associated with both the enforce
ment of NAFT A and other textile and apparel 
enforcement, "will be held harmless from our 
government-wide effort to reduce employment 
levels." 
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The Government Operations Subcommittee 

on Commerce, Consumer and Monetary Af
fairs, which I chair, has held hearings to as
sess Customs' resources to deal with the tex
tile transshipment problem, and to enforce in 
particular NAFT A's rule of origin with respect 
to textile and apparel products. Our hearing 
record shows that as many as 33.5 million tex
tile articles are transshipped to this country 
each year. Our record also shows that Cus
toms lacks the manpower and resources to 
combat effectively this sort of fraud and eva
sion. 

NAFT A could make the problem worse. 
NAFT A means that the United States will sell 
more American-made textile products to Mex
ico and Canada. But it also means that more 
Mexican and Canadian textile imports will 
enter our markets. Without adequate enforce
ment, NAFT A will create a major opportunity 
for countries like China to transship goods into 
the United States. The Customs Service will 
be required to inspect those products by en
forcing a strict but complicated textile rule of 
origin. With inadequate resources to police ex
isting laws, Customs can hardly be expected 
to take on this additional burden. That is why 
this initiative is so important. 

I am aware of the tight funding constraints 
in which the Appropriations Committee oper
ated this year. But I believe that the committee 
has made a wise long-term investment. If past 
experience is any guide, this small increment 
of extra money will more than pay for itself in 
additional tariffs, fees, penalties, and other 
revenues for the government. 

These extra resources will not put an end to 
the problems of evasion, circumvention, and 
transshipment in textile and apparel trade, but 
they will help. I urge support for this initiative 
and passage of this bill. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, as we take 
up the Transportation appropriations bill, I 
would like to express my gratitude to sub
committee Chairman CARR and ranking mem
ber WOLF for their leadership on this important 
legislation. Their efforts to institute a strict 
level of criteria to fund Transportation projects 
signals their commitment to fiscal responsibil
ity. 

I will certainly miss working with Bos CARR 
in the House. He has always been most coop
erative and helpful and the residents of south
ern California are indebted to him for his at
tention to their transportation requirements. 

I especially appreciate the consideration of 
southern California's transportation needs with 
the inclusion of the Eastern Transportation 
Corridor, the Orange County Transitway 
Project, the Bristol Street Improvement Project 
in Santa Ana, the Interstate 5 Capacity En
hancement, and the State Route 71 planning 
and design project in Riverside, CA. 

The inclusion of these and other important 
projects in San Diego, Orange, and Riverside 
counties will help the region meet its challeng
ing transportation needs. I believe that this 
legislation takes a new approach to highway 
and transit programs, and reorients the direc
tion of this Nation's transportation policy. 

Congestion on southern California roadways 
has been a bane to the continued growth of 
this area. This legislation will be a first step to
ward alleviating the traffic congestion that 
southern California motorists face every day. 

I would also like to take this opportunity to 
thank members and staff of the Appropriations 
Committee and Subcommittee on Transpor
tation for their hard work on this bill. Your hard 
work paves the way for meeting our Nation's 
transportation needs. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I'd like to com
mend Chairman HOYER, Representative LIGHT
FOOT, and the other members of the Treasury, 
Postal Service Subcommittee for producing 
such a good bill under extremely tough cir
cumstances. As a former member of the sub
committee, I understand how important the 
programs funded in this bill are, and how dif
ficult it must have been for the Subcommittee 
to do so much with so little. 

I'd like to thank the subcommittee for two 
items of particular interest to me. First, the re
port accompanying the bill contains language 
building upon the classification-cost reform ef
fort I initiated last year through this and other 
appropriations bills. As required by last year's 
bills, the Office of Management and Budget 
[OMB] produced this spring the first-ever over
all accounting of how much Federal agencies 
are spending to classify and protect secret in
formation. OMB found that the government di
rectly spends roughly $2.28 billion on secrecy
related activities. Another $13.8 billion is esti
mated to go to reimburse defense, state, and 
intelligence contractors for compliance with se
curity procedures. The OMB report also cal
culated that 32,400 workers are employed to 
safeguard a growing stockpile of secrets-in
cluding some at agencies like the Department 
of Education that would appear to have little 
need for doing so. 

Getting these estimates from OMB was the 
first step towards knocking this system off of 
autopilot. The language included in the report 
before us today takes the next step, by direct
ing OMB to track how these government clas
sification funds are actually spent. Once we 
know where the money is going, we can begin 
targeting inefficiencies and producing savings. 
Since President Clinton is expected to issue 
shortly a new executive order revising govern
ment classification policies, the report lan
guage also directs OMB to submit to Con
gress its plans for reducing expenditures 
based on that new executive order. "Reinvent
ing" the secrecy system should save money 
and restore accountability-both key principles 
in a democratic society. 

Second, the report accompanying the bill 
also contains language directing the United 
States Postal Service to complete design work 
on the new post office in Breckenridge, Colo
rado in fiscal year 1995, so that construction 
can begin the following year. This is very im
portant to the people of Breckenridge, whose 
current temporary post office has very limited 
parking and limited lobby and mail-dock facili
ties. Since there is no home or business deliv
ery of mail in Breckenridge, this makes it very 
difficult for the town's rapidly growing number 
of residents and businesses to get their mail. 
It's especially a problem during the ski sea
son, when the town's population can reach 
over 25,000. 

To alleviate this problem, the Postal Service 
spent $1 million several years ago to buy land 
just north of town, where there would be room 
for a post office with parking. However, be
cause the present facility is still structurally 

sound, and because Postal Service criteria 
give little weight to factors like a lack of acces
sibility, it's unlikely that the Postal Service will 
soon fund work on the new facility. Yet the 
need for a new facility in Breckenridge is just 
as great as anywhere, and the language in
cluded in the report is very welcome. 

Again, I'd like to commend and thank the 
members of the Subcommittee, and I urge all 
of my colleagues to support this well thought 
out legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 4539 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 
Treasury Department, the United States 
Postal Service , the Executive Office of the 
President, and certain Independent Agencies, 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1995, 
and for other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I- DEPARTMENT OF THE 
TREASURY 

DEPARTMENTAL OFFICES 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Depart
mental Offices including operation and 
maintenance of the Treasury Building and 
Annex; hire of passenger motor vehicles; 
maintenance, repairs, and improvements of, 
and purchase of commercial insurance poli
cies for, real properties leased or owned over
seas, when necessary for the performance of 
official business; not to exceed $2,900,000 for 
official travel expenses; not to exceed 
$100,000 for official reception and representa
tion expenses, of which $75,000 is for such ex
penses of the international affairs function 
of the Offices; not to exceed $3,101,000 to re
main available until September 30, 1997, shall 
be available for information technology 
modernization requirements; not to exceed 
$258,000 for unforeseen emergencies of a con
fidential nature, to be allocated and ex
pended under the direction of the Secretary 
of the Treasury and to be accounted for sole
ly on his certificate; not to exceed $490,000, 
to remain available until September 30, 1997, 
for repairs and improvements to the Main 
Treasury Building and Annex; $105,150,000: 
Provided, That of the offsetting collections 
credited to this account, $79,000 are perma
nently canceled. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of In
spector General in carrying out the provi
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, hire of passenger motor vehicles; 
not to exceed $2,000,000 for official travel ex
penses; not to exceed $100,000 for unforeseen 
emergencies of a confidential nature , to be 
allocated and expended under the direction 
of the Inspector General of the Treasury; 
$28,897 ,000. 

FINANCIAL CRIMES ENFORCEMENT NETWORK 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Financial 
Crimes Enforcement Network, including hire 
of passenger motor vehicles; not to exceed 
$4,000 for official reception and representa
tion expenses; $18,280,000: Provided, That of 
the offsetting collections credited to this ac
count, $1,000 are permanently canceled. 
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TREASURY FORFEITURE FUND 

(LIMITATION OF AVAILABILITY OF DEPOSITS) 

For necessary expenses of the Treasury 
Forfeiture Fund, as authorized by Public 
Law 102-393, not to exceed $15,000,000, to be 
derived from deposits in the Fund: Provided, 
That notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 9703, no later 
than September 30, 1995, the Secretary shall 
transfer $32,960,000 from deposits in the Fund 
to the General Fund of the Treasury. 

FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING 
CENTER 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Federal Law 
Enforcement Training Center, as a bureau of 
the Department of the Treasury, including 
materials and support costs of Federal law 
enforcement basic training; purchase (not to 
exceed fifty-two for police-type use) and hire 
of passenger motor vehicles; for expenses for 
student athletic and related activities; uni
forms without regard to the general pur
chase price limitation for the current fiscal 
year; the conducting of and participating in 
firearms matches and presentation of 
awards; for public awareness and enhancing 
community support of law enforcement 
training; not to exceed $9,000 for official re
ception and representation expenses; room 
and board for student interns; and services 
as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided , That 
the Center is authorized to accept and use 
gifts of property, both real and personal, and 
to accept services, for authorized purposes. 
including funding of a gift of intrinsic value 
which shall be awarded annually by the Di
rector of the Center to the outstanding stu
dent who graduated from a basic training 
program at the Center during the previous 
fiscal year, which shall be funded only by 
gifts received through the Center's gift au
thority: Provided further, That notwithstand
ing any other provision of law, students at~ 
tending training at any Federal Law En
forcement Training Center site shall reside 
in on-Center or Center-provided housing, in
sofar as available and in accordance with 
Center policy: Provided further, That funds 
appropriated in this account shall be avail
able for training United States Postal Serv
ice law enforcement personnel and Postal po
lice officers, at the discretion of the Direc
tor; State and local government law enforce
ment training on a space-available basis; 
training of foreign law enforcement officials 
on a space-available basis with reimburse
ment of actual costs to this appropriation; 
training of private sector security officials 
on a space-available basis with reimburse
ment of actual costs to this appropriation; 
travel expenses of non-Federal personnel to 
attend State and local course development 
meetings at the Center: Provided further, 
That the Center is authorized to obligate 
funds in anticipation of reimbursements 
from agencies receiving training at the Fed
eral Law Enforcement Training Center, ex
cept that total obligations at the end of the 
fiscal year shall not exceed total budgetary 
resources available at the end of the fiscal 
year: Provided further, That the Federal Law 
Enforcement Training Center is authorized 
to provide short term medical services for 
students undergoing training at the Center; 
$46,713,000, of which $8,821,000 for materials 
and support costs of Federal law enforce
ment basic training shall remain available 
until September 30, 1997. 

ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, IMPROVEMENTS, 
AND RELATED EXPENSES 

For expansion of the Federal Law Enforce
ment Training Center, for acquisition of nec
essary additional real property and facili-
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ties, and for ongoing maintenance, facility 
improvements, and related expenses, 
$9,815,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SERVICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Financial 
Management Service, $185,389,000, of which 

. not to exceed $13,459,000 shall remain avail
able until expended for systems moderniza
tion initiatives. In addition, $90,000, to be de
rived from the Oil Spill Liability Trust 
Fund, to reimburse the Service for adminis
trative and personnel ex penses for financial 
management of the Fund, as authorized by 
section 1012 of Public Law 101- 380: Provided, 
That of the offsetting collections credited to 
this account. $192,000 are permanently can
celed. 
BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO AND FIREARMS 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Bureau of 
Alcohol. Tobacco and Firearms, including 
purchase of not to exceed six hundred and 
fifty vehicles for police-type use for replace
ment only and hire of passenger motor vehi
cles; hire of aircraft; and services of expert 
witnesses at such rates as may be deter
mined by the Director; for payment of per 
diem and/or subsistence allowances to em
ployees where an assignment to the National 
Response Team during the investigation of a 
bombing or arson incident requires an em
ployee to work 16 hours or more per day or 
to remain overnight at his or her post of 
duty; not to exceed $10,000 for official recep
tion and representation expenses; for train
ing of State and local law enforcement agen
cies with or without reimbursement; provi
sion of laboratory assistance to State and 
local agencies, with or without reimburse
ment; of which $22,000,000 shall be available 
solely for the enforcement of the Federal Al
cohol Administration Act during fiscal year 
1995; $376,181,000, of which not to exceed 
$1,000,000 shall be available for the payment 
of attorneys' fees as provided by 18 U.S.C. 
924(d)(2); and of which $1,000,000 shall be 
available for the equipping of any vessel, ve
hicle , equipment, or aircraft available for of
ficial use by a State or local law enforce
ment agency if the conveyance will be used 
in drug-related joint law enforcement oper
ations with the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco 
and Firearms and for the payment of over
time salaries. travel, fuel, training, equip
ment, and other similar costs of State and 
local law enforcement officers that are in
curred in joint operations with the Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms: Provided , 
That none of the funds appropriated herein 
shall be available to investigate or act upon 
applications for relief from Federal firearms 
disabilities under 18 U.S.C. 925(c): Provided 
further, That such funds shall be available to 
investigate and act upon applications filed 
by corporations for relief from Federal fire
arms disabilities under 18 U.S.C. section 
925(c): Provided further, That no funds made 
available by this or any other Act may be 
used to implement any reorganization of the 
Bureau of Alcohol , Tobacco and Firearms or 
transfer of the Bureau's functions, missions, 
or activities to other agencies or Depart
ments in the fiscal year ending on September 
30, 1995: Provided further , That no funds ap
propriated herein shall be available for sala
ries or administrative expenses in connec
tion with consolidating or centraliz~ng, with
in the Department of the Treasury, the 
records, or any portion thereof, of acquisi
tion and disposition of firearms maintained 
by Federal firearms licensees: Provided fur-

ther, That of the offsetting collections cred
ited to this account, $4,000 are permanently 
canceled. 

UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the United 
States Customs Service, including purchase 
of up to 1,000 motor vehicles of which 960 are 
for replacement only, including 990 for po
lice-type use and commercial operations; 
hire of motor vehicles; not to exceed $20,000 
for official reception and representation ex
penses; and awards of compensation to in
formers, as authorized by any Act enforced 
by the United States Customs Service; 
$1,391,700,000, of which such sums as become 
available in the Customs User Fee Account, 
except sums subject to section 13031(f)(3) of 
the Consolidated Omnibus Reconciliation 
Act of 1985, as amended (19 U.S.C. 58c(f)(3)), 
shall be derived from that Account; of the 
total, not to exceed $150,000 shall be avail
able for payment for rental space in connec
tion with preclearance operations, and not to 
exceed $4,000,000 shall be available until ex
pended for research: Provided, That uniforms 
may be purchased without regard to the gen
eral purchase price limitation for the cur
rent fiscal year: Provided further, That 
$750,000 shall be available for additional part
time and temporary positions in the Hono
lulu Customs District: Provided further, That 
$10,000,000 shall be available for the Center 
for Study of Western Hemispheric Trade as 
authorized by Public Law 103-182: Provided 
further, That of the offsetting collections 
credited to this account, $410,000 are perma
nently canceled. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR AND MARINE 

INTERDICTION PROGRAMS 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of marine vessels, aircraft, and other related 
equipment of the Air and Marine Programs, 
including operational training and mission
related travel, and rental payments for fa
cilities occupied by the air or marine inter
diction and demand reduction programs; 
$78,991,000, of which $7 ,233,000 shall remain 
available until September 30, 1997. 

CUSTOMS SERVICES AT SMALL AIRPORTS 

(TO BE DERIVED FROM FEES COLLECTED) 

Such sums as may be necessary , not to ex
ceed $1,406,000, for expenses for the provision 
of Customs services at certain small airports 
or other facilities when authorized by law 
and designated by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, including expenditures for the sal
ary and expenses of individuals employed to 
provide such services, to be derived from fees 
collected by the Secretary of the Treasury 
pursuant to section 236 of Public Law 98--573 
for each of these airports or other facilities 
when authorized by law and designated by 
the Secretary of the Treasury, and to remain 
available until expended. 

UNITED STATES MINT 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the United 
States Mint; $54,770,000, of which $1,540,000 
shall remain available until September 30, 
1997. for expansion and improvements. 

BUREAU OF THE PUBLIC DEBT 

ADMINISTERING THE PUBLIC DEBT 

For necessary expenses connected with any 
public-debt issues of the United States; 
$183,458,000: Provided , That in fiscal year 1995 
and thereafter, the Secretary is authorized 
to collect fees of not less than $46 for each 
definitive security issue provided to cus
tomers, and an annual maintenance fee of 
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not less than $25 for each Treasury Direct In
vestor Account exceeding $100,000 in par 
value: Provided further, That in fiscal year 
1995 and thereafter, of the definitive security 
fees collected, not to exceed $600,000, and of 
the annual maintenance fees for Treasury 
Direct Investor Account collected, not to ex
ceed $2,500,000, shall be retained and used in 
the current fiscal year for the specific pur
pose of offsetting costs of Bureau of the Pub
lic Debt's marketable security activities, 
and any fees collected in excess of said 
amounts shall be deposited as miscellaneous 
receipts in the Treasury: Provided further, 
That the sum appropriated herein from the 
General Fund for fiscal year 1995 shall be re
duced by not more than $600,000 as definitive 
security issue fees are collected and not 
more than $2,500,000 as Treasury Direct In
vestor Account Maintenance fees are col
lected, so as to result in a final fiscal year 
1995 appropriation from the General Fund es
timated at $180,358,000. 
PAYMENT OF GOVERNMENT LOSSES IN SIIlPMENT 

Beginning in fiscal year 1995 and there
after, there are appropriated such sums as 
may be necessary to make payments for the 
replacement of valuables, or the value there
of, lost, destroyed, or damaged in the course 
of shipments effected pursuant to section 1 
of the Government Losses in · Shipment Act, 
as amended. 

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 
ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 

For necessary expenses of the Internal 
Revenue Service, not otherwise provided for; 
management services, and inspection; in
cluding purchase (not to exceed 125 for re
placement only, for police-type use) and hire 
of passenger motor vehicles (31 U.S.C. 
1343(b)); and services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109, at such rates as may be deter
mined by the Commissioner; $225,632,000, of 
which not to exceed $25,000 for official recep
tion and representation expenses. 

PROCESSING TAX RETURNS AND ASSISTANCE 
For necessary expenses of the Internal 

Revenue Service, not otherwise provided for; 
including processing tax returns; revenue ac
counting; providing assistance to taxpayers; 
hire of passenger motor vehicles (31 U.S.C. 
1343(b)); and services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109, at such rates as may be deter
mined by the Commissioner; $1,616,295,000, of 
which $3,500,000 shall be for the Tax Counsel
ing for the Elderly Program, no amount of 
which shall be available for IRS administra
tive costs. 

TAX LAW ENFORCEMENT 
For necessary expenses of the Internal 

Revenue Service for determining and estab
lishing tax liabilities; tax and enforcement 
litigation; technical rulings; examining em
ployee plans and exempt organizations; in
vestigation and enforcement activities; se
curing unfiled tax returns; collecting unpaid 
accounts; statistics of income and compli
ance research; the purchase (for police-type 
use, not to exceed 600, of which not to exceed 
450 shall be for replacement only), and hire 
of passenger motor vehicles (31 U.S.C. 
1343(b)); and services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109, at such rates as may be deter
mined by the Commissioner: Provided, That 
additional amounts above fiscal year 1994 
levels for international tax enforcement 
shall be used for the continued operation of 
a task force comprised of senior Internal 
Revenue Service Attorneys, accountants, 
and economists dedicated to enforcement ac
tivities related to United States subsidiaries 
of foreign-controlled corporations that are in 

non-compliance with the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986; $4,412,580,000, of which not to ex
ceed $1,000,000 shall remain available until 
September 30, 1997. 

INFORMATION SYSTEMS 
For necessary expenses for data processing 

and telecommunications support for Internal 
Revenue Service activities, including: tax 
systems modernization (modernized devel
opmental systems), modernized operational 
systems, services and compliance, and sup
port systems; and for the hire of passenger 
motor vehicles (31 U.S.C. 1343(b)); and serv
ices as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, at such 
rates as may be determined by the Commis
sioner: $1,240,357,000 of which $185,000,000 
shall remain available until September 30, 
1997: Provided, That none of the funds appro
priated for tax systems modernization may 
be obligated until the Commissioner of the 
Internal Revenue Service reports to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
and Senate on the implementation of Tax 
Systems Modernization. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS-INTERNAL 
REVENUE SERVICE 

SECTION 1. Not to exceed 4 per centum of 
any appropriation made available to the In
ternal Revenue Service for the current fiscal 
year by this Act may be transferred to any 
other Internal Revenue Service appropria
tion upon the approval of the House and Sen
ate Committees on Appropriations. 

SEC. 2. The Internal Revenue Service shall 
institute and maintain a training program to 
insure that Internal Revenue Service em
ployees are trained in taxpayers' rights, in 
dealing courteously with the taxpayers, and 
in cross-cultural relations. 

UNITED STATES SECRET SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the United 
States Secret Service, including purchase 
(not to exceed three hundred and forty-three 
vehicles for police-type use for replacement 
only) and hire of passenger motor vehicles; 
hire of aircraft; training and assistance re
quested by State and local governments, 
which may be provided without reimburse
ment; services of expert witnesses at such 
rates as may be determined by the Director; 
rental of buildings in the District of Colum
bia, and fencing, lighting, guard booths, and 
other facilities on private or other property 
not in Government ownership or control, as 
may be necessary to perform protective 
functions; for payment of per diem and/or 
subsistence allowances to employees where a 
protective assignment during the actual day 
or days of the visit of a protectee require an 
employee to work 16 hours per day or to re
main overnight at his or her post of duty; 
the conducting of and participating in fire
arms matches; presentation of awards; and 
for travel of Secret Service employees on 
protective missions without regard to the 
limitations on such expenditures in this or 
any other Act: Provided, That approval is ob
tained in advance from the House and Senate 
Cammi ttees on Appropriations; for repairs, 
alterations, and minor construction at the 
James J. Rowley Secret Service Training 
Center; for research and development; for 
making grants to conduct behavioral re
search in support of protective research and 
operations; not to exceed $12,500 for official 
reception and representation expenses; not 
to exceed $50,000 to provide technical assist
ance and equipment to foreign law enforce
ment organizations in counterfeit investiga
tions; for payment in advance for commer
cial accommodations as may be necessary to 
perform protective functions; and for uni-

forms without regard to the general pur
chase price limitation for the current fiscal 
year; $476,931,000: Provided further, That of 
the offsetting collections credited to this ac
count, $43,000 are permanently canceled. 

GENERAL PROVISION&-DEPARTMENT OF THE 
TREASURY 

SECTION 101. Of the funds appropriated by 
this or any other Act to the Internal Reve
nue Service, amounts attributable to effi
ciency savings for fiscal year 1995 shall be 
identified as such by the Commissioner dur
ing that fiscal year: Provided, That in the fis
cal year when the savings are realized, the 
amount of efficiency savings shall be non-re
curred from the Internal Revenue Service 
budget base: Provided further, That on an an
nual basis, the Internal Revenue Service 
shall report to the House and Senate Appro
priations Committees on the status of the 
program. 

SEC. 102. Any obligation or expenditure by 
the Secretary in connection with law en
forcement activities of a Federal agency or a 
Department of the Treasury law enforcement 
organization in accordance with 31 U.S.C. 
9703(g)(4)(B) from unobligated balances re
maining in the Fund on September 30, 1995, 
shall be made in compliance with the re
programming guidelines contained in the 
House and Senate reports accompanying this 
Act. 

SEC. 103. Appropriations to the Treasury 
Department in this Act shall be available for 
uniforms or allowances therefor, as author
ized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901), including mainte
nance, repairs, and cleaning; purchase of in
surance for official motor vehicles operated 
in foreign countries; purchase of motor vehi
cles without regard to the general purchase 
price limitation for vehicles purchased and 
used overseas for the current fiscal year; en
tering into contracts with the Department of 
State for the furnishing of health and medi
cal services to employees and their depend
ents serving in foreign countries; and serv
ices authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109. 

SEC. 104. Not to exceed 2 per centum of any 
appropriations in this Act for the Depart
ment of the Treasury may be transferred be
tween such appropriations. Notwithstanding 
any authority to transfer funds between ap
propriations contained in this or any other 
Act, no transfer may increase or decrease 
any appropriation in this Act by more than 
2 per centum and any such proposed trans
fers shall be approved in advance by the 
Cammi ttees on Appropriations of the House 
and Senate. 

SEC. 105. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, beginning in fiscal year 1995 and 
thereafter, the Financial Management Serv
ice (FMS) shall be reimbursed, for postage 
incurred by FMS to make check payments 
on their behalf, by: the Department of Veter
ans Affairs, for the mailing of Compensation 
and Pension benefit payments; the Depart
ment of Health and Human Services, for the 
mailing of Supplemental Security Income 
payments; and the Office of Personnel Man
agement, for the mailing of Retirement pay
ments. Such reimbursement shall be due be
ginning with checks mailed on October 1, 
1994, and such reimbursement shall occur on 
a monthly basis. 

SEC. 106. (a) Of the budgetary resources 
available to the Department of the Treasury 
during fiscal year 1995, $33,437,000 are perma
nently canceled. 

(b) The Secretary of the Treasury shall al
locate the amount of budgetary resources 
canceled among the Department's accounts 
available for procurement and procurement
related expenses. Amounts available for pro
curement and procurement-related expenses 
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in each such account shall be reduced by the 
amount allocated to such account. 

(c) For the purposes of this section, the 
definition of "procurement" includes all 
stages of the process of acquiring property or 
services, beginning with the process of deter
mining a need for a product or services and 
ending with contract completion and close
out, as specified in 41 U.S.C. 403(2). 

SEC. 107. None of the funds appropriated by 
this title shall be used in connection with · 
the collection of any underpayment of any 
tax imposed by the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 unless the conduct of officers and em
ployees of the Internal Revenue Service in 
connection with such collection complies 
with subsection (a) of section 805 (relating to 
communications in connection with debt col
lection), and section 806 (relating to harass
ment or abuse), of the Fair Debt Collection 
Practices Act (15 U.S.C. 1692). 

SEC. 108. · The Internal Revenue Service 
shall institute policies and procedures which 
will safeguard the confidentiality of tax
payer information. 

SEC. 109. The funds provided to the Bureau 
of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms for fiscal 
year 1995 in this Act for the enforcement of 
the Federal Alcohol Administration Act 
shall be expended in a manner so as not to 
diminish enforcement efforts with respect to 
section 105 of the Federal Alcohol Adminis
tration Act. 

This title may be cited as the "Treasury 
Department Appropriations Act, 1995". 

Mr. HOYER (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that title I of the bill be considered as 
read, printed in the RECORD, and open 
to amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

po in ts of order to title I? 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, prior to 

going to additional points of order, I 
wish to ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MATSUI] or his designee or any rep
resentative of the Committee on Ways 
and Means be able to make at the end 
of the bill points of order with ref
erence to two items in the bill, one 
dealing with the forfeiture fund and an
other dealing with a tax provision. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend

ments to title I? 
Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise to engage the 

distinguished subcommittee chairman 
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] in a col
loquy. 

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman 
knows, I am deeply concerned about 
the impact of the IRS' reorganization 
on Philadelphia and the precedent it 
sets for how "reinventing government" 
should be applied to urban areas. While 
I support the overall goals of the reor
ganization, I have serious concerns 
about the criteria used by the IRS in 
its decision to eliminate the processing 

function at the Philadelphia service 
center. 

As the gentleman knows, Mr. Chair
man, differences in locality pay played 
a decisive factor in the selection proc
ess used by the IRS. The criteria were 
so narrowly drawn that cities where lo
cality pay is high could not possibly be 
selected as final sites. I am sure that, 
as an architect and strong supporter of 
the locality pay system, the sub
committee chairman would not want 
to see locality pay used in this way. 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, vital 
urban and social policy considerations 
were completely absent from the IRS 
decisionmaking process. Absolutely no 
consideration was given to unemploy
ment rates, which are highest in the 
cities that lose processing sites. And, 
remarkably, the impact on minority 
employment in the Federal work force 
was given no weight in the selection 
process. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe the IRS se
lection process sets a dangerous and 
misguided precedent for the way we go 
about "reinventing government." Does 
the gentleman plan to address the issue 
of the use of locality pay and urban cri
teria in "reinventing government" ini
tiatives through your subcommittee? 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BORSKI. I yield to the distin
guished chairman of the subcommittee. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. C~irman, I thank 
the gentleman for yieldingt and I thank 
him for raising this very' important 
question. 

I will answer by saying that the sub
committee will in fact review the is
sues the gentleman has raised regard
ing the use of locality pay and urban 
criteria in "reinventing government" 
initiatives. I share many of the gentle
man's concerns, and I assure him they 
will be given very careful consider
ation. 

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the subcommittee chairman, and I sup
port and applaud his efforts and the ef
forts of the administration to make 
our Government operate more effi
ciently. I hope the gentleman will con
tinue to work with me to ensure that 
our Nation's urban areas are given full 
consideration and equal treatment in 
"reinventing government" initiatives. 

D 1140 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend
ments to title I? If not, the Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
TITLE II- POSTAL SERVICE 

PAYMENTS TO THE POSTAL SERVICE 
PAYMENT TO THE POSTAL SERVICE FUND 

For payment to the Postal Service Fund 
for revenue forgone on free and reduced rate 
mail, pursuant to subsections (c) and (d) of 
section 2401 of title 39, United States Code; 
$92,317 ,000: Provided, That mail for overseas 
voting and mail for the blind shall continue 
to be free: Provided further, That six-day de-

livery and rural delivery of mail shall con
tinue at not less than the 1983 level: Provided 
further, That none of the funds made avail
able to the Postal Service by this Act shall 
be used to implement any rule, regulation, 
or policy of charging any officer or employee 
of any State or local child support enforce
ment agency, or any individual participating 
in a State or local program of child support 
enforcement, a fee for information requested 
or provided concerning an address of a postal 
customer: Provided further, That none of the 
funds provided in this Act shall be used to 
consolidate or close small rural and other 
small post offices in the fiscal year ending 
on September 30, 1995. 

PAYMENT TO THE POSTAL SERVICE FUND FOR 
NONFUNDED LIABILITIES 

For payment to the Postal Service Fund 
for meeting the liabilities of the former Post 
Office Department to the Employees' Com
pensation Fund pursuant to 39 U.S.C. 2004, 
$37,776,000. 

This title may be cited as the "Postal 
Service Appropriations Act, 1995". 

Mr. HOYER (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that title II of the bill be considered as 
read, printed in the RECORD, and open 
to amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

points of order to title II? If not, are 
there any amendments to title II? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COPPERSMITH 
Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. COPPERSMITH: 

Page 20, line 25, strike "$92,317 ,000" and in
sert "$85, 717 ,000". 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Chairman, 
my horoscope today says, "Accomplish 
goal through unorthodox procedures," 
and that is what I hope to do here 
today. 

Mr. Chairman, this simple amend
ment cuts $6.6 million in funds for the 
U.S. Postal Service. As the U.S. Postal 
Service still plans to install its "new 
bird" logo on buildings, uniforms, and 
trucks, the amendment reduces the 
revenue forgone subsidy by $6.6 mil
lion, the exact amount the Postal Serv
ice still plans to spend on the "new 
bird.'' 

Opponents of this amendment will 
say that it is flawed because it violates 
the agreement Congress reached with 
the Postal Service concerning revenue 
forgone. They are correct. Cutting this 
bill's appropriation for the Postal Serv
ice is problematic. However, this 
amendment is the only chance Con
gress will have to address the issue this 
year. 

Opponents of this amendment will 
say that it hurts mailings for the blind 
or overseas mailing or nonprofit mail
ers. That argument, however, is a per
fect example of what Charles Peters of 
the Washington Monthly magazine 
calls "The Washington Monument Syn
drome." Instead of trimming its toe
nails, the agency insists that any cut 
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must invariably come right out of its 
heart. Thus, a cut to the Park Service 
budget means laying off the elevator 
operators at the Washington Monu
ment on the 4th of July, hence the 
name of the syndrome. 

Now, I do not intend, and surely this 
House does not intend, to cut those 
specially valued programs for the blind 
or overseas voting or for nonprofit 
mailers. In fact, however, it will be the 
Postal Service itself that makes any 
such misguided cut or misbegotten 
price hike. Instead, the service can 
choose to target operating expenses or 
do a better job of curbing postal meter 
fraud, or, let us not forget the point of 
the amendment, to drop the "new bird" 
logo idea. 

The point of the amendment is not 
that the Postal Service should recoup 
the $6.6 million by preserving the new 
logo and increasing any rates or cut
ting services or salaries and benefits 
for rank-and-file employees who had 
nothing to do with this decision. The 
Postal Service should make up this cut 
by doing what it should have done al
ready, by dropping its plans to change 
the logo, and then to use those savings 
to preserve its subsidy in its entire 
amount. 

Likewise, this cut should not come 
from this year's payment for unfunded 
Postal Service liabilities. Disabled 
former employees did not decide to 
change the logo. Current management 
did, and the cuts should affect them. 

The Postal Service will say, and sole
ly from an accounting perspective I can 
agree, that our constituents will pay 
for the new logo only through stamp 
purchases. However, the Postal Service 
has a monopoly on the delivery of first 
class mail. Our constituents cannot ex
press dissatisfaction by using some 
other postal service. The only way our 
constituents can express their frustra
tion with this bone-headed logo idea is 
through this vote on the floor today. 

Sometimes like even good people, 
even good quasi-public ·corporations 
make bad choices. The Postal Service 
made a bad choice by deciding to spend 
$6.6 million on a unneeded cosmetic 
change, especially at a time when the 
public's cymc1sm about superficial 
change is so high. 

This amendment sends a message 
that Congress understands and can 
seek out wasteful or just misguided 
spending by public or quasi-govern
mental agencies. This amendment 
sends a message that Congress recog
nizes the need to reinvent Government 
and achieve substantive and meaning
ful reform, not just eyewash designed 
to fool the public. 

Finally, opponents will say this 
amendment is symbolic. But the whole 
point of the logo is symbolism. And if 
the Postal Service wants public fund
ing, for whatever purpose, it should not 
waste $6.6 million, whether from the 
taxpayers or from its customers, our 
constituents. 

I urge support for this amendment. 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to the amendment, as the 
gentleman anticipated. First, obvi
ously, this is an attempt to do on the 
appropriation bill what apparently is 
not happening in the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service, which 
has jurisdiction over this particular 
matter. In fact, there is legislation 
pending in the Committee on Post Of
fice and Civil Service to effect the ob
jective that the gentleman seeks. 

Let me now speak to the specifics of 
this particular bill. This bill has $92 
million in it for the Postal Service. 
That money is for two objectives: First 
of all, it is to fund the Congress' agree
ment with the Post Office Department 
that was made last year when we did 
the Revenue Forgone legislation, which 
was a reform of what had historically 
been hundreds of millions of dollars in 
payments by the Congress for Revenue 
Forgone. In many instances, however, 
we had underfunded that. In effect, we 
had stolen from the money that we 
said we would pay, and that we owed to 
the Postal Service. 

The agreement said that we would 
make a $29 million payment, which is 
included in this bill, over the next 42-
years to repay that which was owed to 
the Postal Service. In addition, the bill 
provides $68 million to subsidize mail
ing for the blind, as the gentleman 
from Arizona mentioned. 

The fact of the matter is that the 
gentleman seeks to cut $6.7 million. 
The fact of the matter is that the Post
al Service on substance expects to 
spend $6. 7 million over 5 years. So we 
would be taking out all of the money in 
1 year, theoretically, and reducing by, 
in effect, $5 million the funding avail
able to the Postal Service beyond that 
which they were going to spend on this 
program. 

I have a letter from the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY], the chair
man of the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service, saying that the Cop
persmith amendment reneges on our 
committee to the mailers. 

The letter further says, "I urge you 
to join me in opposing the Coppersmith 
amendment.'' 

Again, Mr. Chairman, we are going to 
get amendments which will seek to cut 
dollars which are, frankly, not in this 
bill, as this amendment does. These 
funds are for revenue for gone and for 
the moneys which this Congress has an 
obligation to pay pursuant to represen
tations made in legislation and to the 
Postal Service. 

The Postal Service is a quasi-public 
agency, as all of us know. It is a pay
as-you-go agency, as you also know. It 
is, obviously, losing funds this year. It 
has the lowest cost for first-class mail 
of any industrialized nation in the 
world, and it does so very efficiently, 
although, because of its volume, clear
ly it make mistakes. 

I would urge the Congress and this 
House to reject this amendment. It 
does not cut funds dedicated to the 
purpose that the gentleman believes is 
inappropriate. His proper avenue and 
the proper avenue to approach this is 
in the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. That is being done, and 
this House ought to wait on that re
sult. 

To do otherwise will give the Postal 
Service the opportunity to say that we 
have either cut our obligation to them, 
or have cut our subsidy for mailings for 
the blind, largely braille mailings. 

I would ask that the House reject the 
gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Coppersmith amendment. 

In a nation whose economy is based 
on free enterprise, any governmental 
service which usurps a segment of that 
economy must constantly justify its 
existence. In the case of the U.S. Post
al Service, which is granted a virtual 
monopoly, a significant part of that 
justification has been the ability to al
locate limited resources to providing 
direct service rather than diverting a 
part of those resources to such things 
as publicity, advertising, and market
ing. For after all, if you are granted an 
exclusive franchise, you should not 
have to worry about promoting your 
agency versus a competitor. You 
should concentrate your resources on 
providing the most efficient and eco
nomical service possible. 

In the case at hand, the Postal Serv
ice has undertaken a new logo at a cost 
of $6.6 million at a time when postal 
rates are being increased. If the public 
is choosing to use private carriers rath
er than the Postal Service in those 
areas where they have a choice, it is 
not because the private carriers have a 
better logo-it is because they are 
beating the Postal Service at its own 
game and in spite of the protections 
and advantages given to it by this 
body. 

The American public cannot be 
fooled on this one; it wants letters, not 
logos, and efficiency instead of fashion. 
The Postal Service is not an eagle free 
to roam the skies; it is a falcon that is 
kept for a specific purpose with a teth
er attached to its leg and held in the 
hands of this body. It is time we reined 
it in. Support the Coopersmith amend
ment. 

0 1150 

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I rise to support the Coppersmith 
amendment on the U.S. Postal Service 
logo. This is an issue; again, it is not 
micromanaging the Post Office. But 
clearly in this period, in this time and 
era when we are trying to deal with 
budget deficits, which truly are a can
cer on our country, we have an oppor
tunity to deal with an issue that if the 



..... ,,,....,--.:.••·.;--- -~-.,....-.~ ---.- . -.:-.---,.. ~ --..- .---~~- - . -. .-,----,- -.. -

June 15, 1994 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 13037 
Post Office was a private-sector busi
ness and they were proposing a $6.6 
million change in terms of a logo in the 
crisis atmosphere in which the Post Of
fice exists. 

Just today the Washington Post re
ported that the top three officials at 
the U.S. Postal Service were fired, in
cluding the Chief of Operations, be
cause of the problems that the Post Of
fice is having. In the article, Post
master Rudman even admits that the 
Postal Service has been plagued by 
poor service and customer complaints. 
Reinventing Government does not 
mean reinventing a logo. The U.S. Post 
Office is laden with pro bl ems. Simply 
giving itself a new logo is not going to 
fix all its problems. 

It is the wrong message to send to 
the post office. It is the wrong message 
to send to the Government. I urge 
adoption of the Coppersmith amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. COPPER
SMITH]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise today to call the 

attention of my colleagues to a grow
ing problem. It seems that the modern 
way to deliver mail is to build cluster 
boxes where the mail for an entire 
block or more is deposited. In more and 
more areas of our country, the familiar 
door-to-door delivery is gone. 

I understand the need for cost-cut
ting measures, but we are going too 
far. In my congressional district, I 
have recently heard story after story of 
mail theft and vandalism of these cl us
ter boxes. 

In poor weather, it is very inconven
ient to venture down the block to pick 
up the mail-and, unfortunately, in 
many communities it is downright dan
gerous to go to the cluster boxes. 

I want to make clear that our local 
postmaster has been most cooperative 
and is trying to resolve the complaints 
that we have received, but his hands 
are tied by the overall regulations 
phasing out door-to-door delivery. 

What has happened to the days when 
Americans could rely on getting their 
mail? What has happened to the days 
when we could proudly boast that our 
mail service was second to none? 

There are some important services 
that should not be tampered with in 
the name of false economy. Continued 
repairs to cluster boxes and continued 
losses in mail soon eat up any poten
tial savings realized from discontinu
ing door-to-door delivery. 

What is more American that getting 
mail at your door? Which one of us in 
this Chamber would volunteer to gi-;e 
up this service at our home? Which one 
of us would volunteer to walk down the 
halls of the Cannon, Longworth, or 
Rayburn Office Buildings to get our of
fice mail? 

The citizens of our country deserve 
no less. It is time for the Postal Serv
ice to stop standing and deliver. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there addi
tional amendments to title II? 

If not, the Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

TITLE III-EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE 
PRESIDENT AND FUNDS APPRO-
PRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

COMPENSATION OF THE PRESIDENT 

For compensation of the President, includ
ing an expense allowance at the rate of 
$50,000 per annum as authorized by 3 U.S.C. 
102; $250,000: Provided, That none of the funds 
made available for official expenses shall be 
expended for any other purpose and any un
used amount shall revert to the Treasury 
pursuant to section 1552 of title 31 of the 
United States Code: Provided further, That 
none of the funds made available for official 
expenses shall be considered as taxable to 
the President. 

THE WHITE HOUSE OFFICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for the White 
House as authorized by law, including not to 
exceed $3,850,000 for services as authorized by 
5 U.S.C. 3109 and 3 U.S.C. 105; including sub
sistence expenses as authorized by 3 U.S.C. 
105; including subsistence expenses as au
thorized by 3 U.S.C. 105, which shall be ex
pended and accounted for as provided in that 
section; hire of passenger motor vehicles, 
newspapers, periodicals, teletype news serv
ice, and travel (not to exceed $100,000 to be 
expended and accounted for as provided by 3 
U.S.C. 103); not to exceed $19,000 for official 
entertainment expenses, to be available for 
allocation within the Executive Office of the 
President; $387,754,000. 

EXECUTIVE RESIDENCE AT THE WHITE HOUSE 

OPERA TING EXPENSES 

For the care, maintenance, repair and al
teration, refurnishing, improvement, heating 
and lighting, including electric power and 
fixtures, of the Executive Residence at the 
White House and official entertainment ex
penses of the President; $7,827,000, to be ex
pended and accounted for as provided by 3 
U.S.C. 105, 109-110, 112-114. 

OFFICIAL RESIDENCE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

For the care, operation, refurnishing, im
provement, heating and lighting, including 
electric power and fixtures, of the official 
residence of the Vice President, the hire of 
passenger motor vehicles, and not to exceed 
$90,000 for official entertainment expenses of 
the Vice President, to be accounted for sole
ly on his certificate; $324,000: Provided, That 
advances or repayments or transfers from 
this appropriation may be made to any de
partment or agency for expenses of carrying 
out such activities. 

SPECIAL ASSISTANCE TO THE PRESIDENT 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to enable the Vice 
President to provide assistance to the Presi
dent in connection with specially assigned 
functions, services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 
3109 and 3 U.S.C. 106, including subsistence 
expenses as authorized by 3 U.S.C. 106, which 
shall be expended and accounted for as pro
vided in that section; and hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; $3,270,000. 

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Council in 
carrying out its functions under the Employ-

ment Act of 1946 (15 U.S.C. 1021), including 
not to exceed $2,500 for official reception and 
representation expenses; $3,420,000. 

OFFICE OF POLICY DEVELOPMENT 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of Pol
icy Development, including services as au
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, and 3 U.S.C. 107; 
$5,058,000. 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the National Se
curity Council, including services as author
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; $6,648,000. 

OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of Ad
ministration; $24,850,000, including services 
as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109 and 3 U.S.C. 
107, and hire of passenger motor vehicles: 
Provided, That of the budgetary resources 
available in fiscal year 1995 in this account, 
$117,000 are permanently canceled: Provided 
further, That amounts available for procure
ment and procurement-related expenses in 
this account are reduced by such amount: 
Provided further , That as used herein, "pro
curement" includes all stages of the process 
of acquiring property or services, beginning 
with the process of determining a need for a 
product or services and ending with contract 
completion and closeout, as specified in 41 
u.s.c. 403(2). 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of 
Management and Budget, including hire of 
passenger motor vehicles, services as author
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; $56,272,000, of which not 
to exceed $5,000,000, shall be available to 
carry out the provisions of 44 U.S.C. chapter 
35: Provided, That, as provided in 31 U.S.C. 
1301(a), appropriations shall be applied only 
to the objects for which appropriations were 
made except as otherwise provided by law: 
Provided further, That none of the funds ap
propriated in this Act for the Office of Man
agement and Budget may be used for the 
purpose of reviewing any agricultural mar
keting orders or any activities or regulations 
under the provisions of the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937 (7 U.S.C. 
601 et seq.): Provided further, That none of the 
funds made available for the Office of Man
agement and Budget by this Act may be ex
pended for the altering of the transcript of 
actual testimony of witnesses, except for tes
timony of officials of the Office of Manage
ment and Budget, before the Committee on 
Appropriations or the Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs or their subcommittees: Provided 
further , That this proviso shall not apply to 
printed hearings released by the Committee 
on Appropriations or the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs. 

OFFICE OF NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL POLICY 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of Na
tional Drug Control Policy; for research ac
tivities pursuant to title I of Public Law 100-
690; not to exceed $8,000 for official reception 
and representation expenses; for participa
tion in joint projects or in the provision of 
services on matters of mutual interest with 
nonprofit, research, or public organizations 
or agencies, with or without reimbursement; 
$9,942,000: Provided, That the Office is author
ized to accept, hold, administer, and utilize 
gifts, both real and personal , for the purpose 
of aiding or facilitating the work of the Of
fice . 
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UNANTICIPATED NEEDS 

For expenses necessary to enable the Presi
dent to meet unanticipated needs, in further
ance of the national interest, security, or de
fense which may arise at home or abroad 
during the current fiscal year; $1,000,000. 

FEDERAL DRUG CONTROL PROGRAMS 

IIlGH INTENSITY DRUG TRAFFICKING AREAS 
PROGRAM 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of the Office of Na
tional Drug Control Policy's High Intensity 
Drug Trafficking Areas Program, $98,000,000, 
for drug control activities consistent with 
the approved strategy for each of the des
ignated High Intensity Drug Trafficking 
Areas, of which no less than $55,000,000 shall 
be transferred to State and local entities for 
drug control activities; and of which up to 
$43,000,000 may be transferred to Federal 
agencies and departments at a rate to be de
termined by the Director. 

SPECIAL FORFEITURE FUND 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For activities authorized by Public Law 
100-Q90, $14,800,000, which shall be derived 
from deposits in the Special Forfeiture 
Fund; of which $1,800,000 shall be transferred 
to the Drug Enforcement Administration for 
the El Paso Intelligence Center, of which 
$8,000,000, to remain available until ex
panded, shall be transferred to the Counter
Drug Technology Assessment Center for 
counternarotics research and development 
projects and shall be available for transfer to 
other Federal departments or agencies. 

This title may be cited as the "Executive 
Office Appropriations Act, 1995". 

Mr. HOYER (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that title III be considered as read, 
printed in the RECORD, and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

points of order to title III? 
Hearing none, are there any amend

ments to title III? 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOSS 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Goss: At the 

end of title III (relating to Executive Office 
of the President), insert the following: 

REDUCTION OF FUNDS 

Each amount appropriated or otherwise 
made available by this title that is not re
quired to be appropriated or otherwise made 
available by a provision of law (other than 
for "Office of National Drug Control Policy" 
or "Federal Drug Control Programs") is 
hereby reduced by 20 percent. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in an effort to help the President 
reach his stated goals of reducing the 
White House bureaucracy and sharing 
the sacrifice he has asked American 
taxpayers to make to reduce the defi
cit. Simply put, my amendment would 
cut 20 percent from the discretionary 
funds allocated to the Executive Office 
of the President; excepting the Office 
of Drug Control Policy and the Federal 

drug control programs that fall under 
this title. 

Opponents of this measure have stat
ed that this account has already been 
cut from last year's levels-but let us 
take a closer look at where these cuts 
come from. A full 99 percent of these 
cuts are made in one area: Drug con
trol. The argument that somehow this 
bill represents a significant reduction 
in all White House accounts is false 
and misleading. 

I should say that I am not picking on 
the President or making a partisan at
tack here. I brought an identical 
amendment-a 20-percent cut in discre
tionary funding-before the Rules Com
mittee when we were considering the 
legislative branch appropriations. Un
fortunately, my amendment was shut 
out by a restrictive closed rule. 

The fact is-despite the rhetoric com
ing from the White House-the Clinton 
administration is not doing its part in 
sharing the burden of deficit reduction. 
It is also a fact that there is a signifi
cant level of waste in both the adminis
tration-and the legislative branch
and we owe it to ourselves and to the 
American people to address this prob
lem and exercise our proper oversight. 

This cut goes directly to the issues of 
White House arrogance and lack of ac
countability and will certainly enhance 
better cooperation with proper over
sight. As recent reports have high
lighted, there are problems, and these 
do involve legitimate questions of cost. 

Despite promises to the contrary, 
true staff levels at the White House 
have not been significantly reduced. 
People have been shuffled, but the only 
real cu ts that have been made seem to 
be in the area of drug control. 

White House staff have been excep
tionally slow in obtaining security 
clearances-quite possibly jeopardizing 
our intelligence and national security. 

Delays in drug testing for the Presi
dent's staff create an apparent double 
standard. 

Public access and information laws 
have been called into serious question 
by actions of the Heal th Care Task 
Force and other private advisers. 

And, despite high-profile promises 
from the President that his adminis
tration would be different, this admin
istration has had several official travel 
problems. Currently, many Americans 
are demanding a true accounting of 
how much it has cost to transport so
called official Presidential entourage 
on trips abroad; and they are asking 
why Presidential campaign trips are 
being labeled "official" arid paid for 
with tax dollars. 

Some would suggest that we are 
splitting hairs; that few really car~ 
how much these things cost. But the 
American taxpayers-who foot the bill 
for everything from first class execu
tive travel to Presidential haircuts-
care a great deal. They are demanding 
a better accounting for their tax dol-

lars at both ends of Pennsylvania Ave
nue, and they want to see the waste 
eliminated from Government, execu
tive and legislative branch. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment will 
save some $30 million in fiscal year 
1995, and $200 million over 5 years. I 
have specifically exempted from this 
cut the Office of National Drug Control 
Policy and Federal drug control pro
grams. These have already been gutted. 
These important programs have been 
cut 18.2 percent under last year's level, 
and 23.4 percent under the requested 
amounts. Given our current violent 
and drug-related crime problems, I do 
not think it would be wise to cut these 
programs any further. 

While my amendment will not single
handedly solve our budget crisis, it is a 
positive step on the road to fiscal san
ity. Earlier this year I offered this pro
posal, and 75 others, in a package that 
would save $285 billion over 5 years-
these things do add up, even if the ex
planations from the White House do 
not. 

D 1200 
Mr. Chairman, I urge support for this 

amendment. 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to the amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, we begin now what I 

believe to be a petty, partisan attack 
which did not occur from 1981 to 1992. It 
did not occur. Whatever the differences 
we had, we did not play this game. I 
specifically, on this floor and in the 
committee, opened this game. 

Let us take the representations of 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] 
about the Executive Office of the Presi
dent. I have a chart here, and will talk 
about the increases in this budget. 

First of all, on November 7, 1992, 
President Bush had in the Executive 
Office of the President 1,394 employees. 
Never did I support cutting the number 
the President asked for. Never. Nor did 
I support cutting President Reagan's 
request. I respected both President 
Reagan's and President Bush's inde
pendence and separation as President 
of the United States. 

He had 1,394 employees. This Presi
dent today, as a result of his pledge 
and this committee's action, has 1,044 
employees, 350 employees fewer, 25.1 
percent less in numbers of employees. 

The President's compensation we 
have not cut. Constitutionally, of 
course, we cannot do that. 

The White House office is at 1994 lev
els, $2.878 million less than the White 
House requested. I think that is inap
propriate, but I supported it and our 
committee reported it out because, as I 
told the President's office, we are in 
tight fiscal times and we are going to 
do it to others and we need to take the 
reduction, but I think it is wrong to do 
this. 

The Executive Residence we cut 
$98,000; the Vice President's residence 
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is at 1994 levels; Special Assistance to 
the President is at 1994 levels; Council 
of Economic Advisors in at 1994 levels; 
Office of Policy Development, $64,000 
less than the President asked for. 

From 1981 to 1992, the committee on 
which I serve did not cut President 
Reagan's or President Bush's budget 
ever. There were some cuts on the 
floor, largely restored in the con
ference committee controlled by Demo
crats. Petty partisanship. It is wrong, 
and I do not intend to do it in the fu
ture if your party elects the President. 
I pledge that to the Members, and the 
RECORD ought to reflect that as well. 

The National Security Council, from 
the President's request was cut 
$184,000, appropriated at 1994 levels. 
The Office of Administration, cut by 
$2.7 million by this committee, never 
done before. OMB, cut $267,000 from 
1994 levels. 

The Office of National Drug Control 
Policy, which the gentleman says is 
not included in his amendment, is a lit
tle bit ironic. It is the only area of the 
White House executive budget that was 
increased, $12 million for the fight 
against drugs in the HIDTA Program, 
the only item the gentleman does not 
cut. So saving money apparently is not 
his objective. 

Unanticipated needs is at 1994 levels; 
the Federal Drug Control Program, 
which I talked about; the Special For
feiture Fund was cut $37 million. Mr. 
Chairman, on both sides of the aisle, 
Members can disagree with the Presi
dent. 

We had arguments with the President 
from 1981 to 1992. Some people will re
call that we did have one instance in 
which there was a policy difference 
which dealt with the Competitiveness 
Council, with the allegation · that the 
Competitiveness Council was being 
used to get around the Clean Air Act 
and get around regulations. 

We disagreed on that. We had a sig
nificant debate on that issue, but we 
did not, in our committee, and even on 
the floor reduce the White House budg
et. Only once that I can recall in those 
12 years did the House reduce the Spe
cial Assistance budget. It did one time 
for the Competitiveness Council. 

The fact of the matter is that this 
budget for the Executive Office of the 
President is under the President's re
quest, reported out of committee. Why? 
Because we have tight fiscal times. I 
did not want, nor did the President 
want, to be in a position where he was 
asking for more than we were willing 
to give to other agencies. 

I ask the House to reject this amend
ment out of hand. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I was back in the 
Cloakroom planning a special order for 
this evening on congressional reform. I 
would not have spoken on this particu-

lar amendment at this time, but I 
heard my very, very good friend, for 
whom I have a lot of respect, maybe a 
little less respect right now, start rail
ing about partisanship. 

I still do respect the gentleman, but 
·I must say there is nothing partisan 
about this amendment. Members 
should not be accused of being partisan 
when we want to cut anything in the 
Federal Government. We have to tight
en our belts. This Government is 
drowning in a sea of red ink and it is 
bankrupting the taxpayers of this Na
tion. They are fed up with it. 

Mr. Chairman, just because Members 
want to cut expenditures at the White 
House is no reason to accuse us of par
tisanship whatsoever. The truth of the 
matter is that the White House has de
emphasized the war on drugs. Every
where we turn, there is another article 
reporting it. 

Here is one by Joycelyn Elders, the 
Surgeon General appointed by Presi
dent Clinton, that talks about legaliz
ing marijuana and doing away with the 
controls on other deadly drugs that are 
killing our kids. We know that all of 
the spending cuts that have been made 
in the White House have come out of 
the drug enforcement division there, 
and that is an absolute disgrace. 

All the gentleman is doing, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss], is try
ing to spend those cuts throughout the 
entire White House budget. There is 
nothing wrong with that. The gen
tleman from Maryland knows it, and 
he should not accuse people of par
tisanship. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I would be glad to 
yield to one of the most respected 
Members of this House, sometimes, the 
gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate my friend yielding to me, the 
gentleman from New York, who of 
course would not be partisan, I under
stand that, ever. However, having said 
that, let me observe that the gen
tleman does not suggest cutting every
thing else and adding it to any place. 
The gentleman is not doing that. The 
gentleman is simply cutting operations 
that have already been either cut or 
funded at last year's level. 

Let me say further, as I have told the 
gentleman, that the White House 
agrees with the gentleman's position 
on the opposition to the Elders state
ment. I agree with the opposition to it. 
The committee agrees with it. The 
White House and the President have 
said that. 

In addition, I know the gentleman is 
very concerned about drug testing. I 
know that the White House is con
cerned about this as well. Four hun
dred and thirty-six White House em
ployees have been tested, including the 
Chief of Staff. We do not hire people 
there without drug tests. As a matter 

of fact, there were two instances where 
people were not hired because they had 
a positive test result, so I share the 
gentleman's concern. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, if I 
could reclaim my time, I know the gen
tleman from Maryland is sincere in 
what he is saying. 

I would say to the gentleman, I of
fered a budget on this floor sponsored 
by another 20 Members. It was put to
gether by the Balanced Budget Task 
Force. And there were some very, very 
difficult votes involved, because we 
proposed cutting across the board, in
cluding the good programs, but we 
have to get this Federal deficit under 
control. 

What the gentleman from Florida is 
doing, sure, is cutting those areas fund
ed at last year's level. We ought to be 
cutting everything below last year's 
level, otherwise we will never get con
trol of the budget. 

I would just say in response to the 
gentleman from Maryland when he 
says that the drug testing programs 
are still going on at the White House: 
I hope they are. I have been trying to 
get that answer out of the White 
House, and I will give them credit if 
that is true. I want them to continue 
it, to set the example for the rest of 
government at all levels-Federal, 
State, towns, counties, cities. 

We ought to be drug testing in order 
to set that example, because 75 percent 
of all the illegal drugs in America 
today are not used by poor people in 
the inner cities. They are used by the 
upper middle class yippies and hippies, 
who may be bankers or stockbrokers, 
who are driving into the urban areas, 
and purchasing drugs to use for rec
reational purposes. Sniff a little co
caine, puff a little marijuana on the 
weekends, it does not hurt anything
that is the attitude which is causing 
this problem. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I am glad to yield to 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Goss]. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I did not come to my feet when the 
distinguished gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. HOYER] came very close to 
violating the rules, characterizing my 
attack as petty partisanship. It was 
not intended that way. My statement 
clearly said it was not. I referred to 
other steps I have made to cut the 
budget legitimately. 

D 1210 
It just so happens that the President 

of your party happens to be in the 
White House. That does not make it a 
petty partisan attack. 

The facts are also that we do not 
count quite the same, it seems. The 
detailees and some of the others that 
are in the White House budget that are 
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elsewhere get counted one way or an
other way depending on whose side one 
is. The other point is when we take a 
look at the Office of National Drug 
Control Policy and take a look at the 
numbers, they do not lie. According to 
this, right out of the executive office of 
the President, fiscal year 1995, $11.7 bil
lion last year, $9.9 billion this year, a 
cut of $1.8 billion, a cut no matter how 
it is looked at. Consequently I think I 
have characterized fairly and accu
rately what is going on. The gentleman 
may put a different importance on it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO
MON] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SOLOMON 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from New York yield to me? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to my good 
friend, the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. I do not want to charac
terize the gentleman from Florida. 
What I believe, and the point I was try
ing to make is that I think it is impor
tant for us to realize that there were 
very substantial differences between 
the Reagan and Bush administrations. 
The reason we did not do this, however, 
in this House is because we believe that 
the White House ought to be a coequal 
branch of government with the ability 
to set its budget, just as I believe that 
the White House ought not to veto, for 
instance, the legislative appropriation 
bill where we decide what we need to 
exercise our constitutional responsibil
ities. 

In the 12 years of the Reagan-Bush 
administration, the Committee only 
once cut what the President requested 
in his own budget. There were one or 
two instances on the floor where that 
occurred, which I opposed. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time on that point, the 
gentleman from Maryland is making 
an interesting point. The point is, I 
think, that the Democrat Party rarely 
wants to cut anything but defense. I 
just had to say that. That is the reason 
Democrats have never asked for any 
cuts in domestic spending that I can 
see. 

Mr. Chairman, the only reason I 
came out on the floor was because I 
heard some petty partisanship and I 
just wanted to take exception to it. 
The gentleman from Florida has a fine 
amendment. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I have the 
greatest admiration for the gentleman 
from Maryland, Mr. HOYER'S very 
strong commitment and conviction to 
separation of powers. That is not what 
is at issue here. What is at issue here is 
whether or not at this point in our Na
tion's history, the question of afford-

ability has not changed somewhat 
since the Reagan years the gentleman 
referred to and that our legitimate 
oversight responsibilities have, there
fore, changed somewhat. That is the 
point I am trying to make with this 
amendment, and I think that is the 
point that all Members should con
sider. I thank the gentleman very 
much for yielding. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, before 
yielding back my time, I hope all Mem
bers support cutting amendments, no 
matter what is being cut. That is the 
only way we can deal with the deficit. 
I urge support for the amendment of 
the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland, Mr. HOYER, the distin
guished chairman of the subcommittee. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend, the gentleman from Ari
zona, for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand my 
friend, the gentleman from New York's 
point. But again I would call attention 
to the Executive Office of the Presi
dent. That is what we have been talk
ing about. It has been cut $28 million. 
That is what the figures say. If they 
were wrong, fine, but we believe they 
are accurate. Those are the committee 
figures. The bill has $270 million, that 
is $28 million less than last year's bill. 
That is about a 10-percent cut. There 
is, in fact, a cut as well, as I pointed 
out, of $2.7 million below the Presi
dent's request for the Office of Admin
istration. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think that is 
good policy based upon the separation 
of powers. What I do believe is that it 
does, in fact, reflect the fiscal con
strain ts confronting us. What I am say
ing is that there is not a recognition in 
this amendment that we have already 
done more out of this committee than 
we have done in the previous 13-year 
period. We have made much greater 
cuts than we have ever done in the 13 
years on which I have served on this 
committee. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just like to say, I think the gen
tleman should be given recognition. 
The gentleman has made cuts and he 
normally does do a good job. That is 
why we respect the gentleman for it. 
But we can do a little better. Let us 
cut a little more and give the recogni
tion at the same time. 

Mr. HOYER. I appreciate half of that. 
Mr. SOLOMON. The gentleman is 

very welcome. 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, just in 

conclusion, let me say that I hope we 
reject this amendment for the reasons 
that I have stated. We have made very 
substantial reductions. We do not need 

to go further, except to make a politi
cal point. That is my point in this 
whole debate. The only reason for 
going further than we have gone, fur
ther than we have gone historically 
ever probably, and I have not checked 
historically back before 1981, is to 
make a political point. 

The gentleman made a number of 
points during the course of his fiscal 
discussions, as I recall, unrelated to 
fiscal matters. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] in 
his effort to cut the White House oper
ations by some 20 percent based upon 
my concern that critical performance 
should not be rewarded and this admin
istration's lack of attention to our 
drug war is indicative of nonperform
ance. 

Accordingly, I compliment the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] for ex
empting the White House drug czar's 
office and the drug control portions of 
this bill from his proposed 20 percent 
cut in order to. focus attention on the 
administration's inattention to our Na
tion's drug war. 

Mr. Chairman, last year severe cuts 
were proposed and enacted in the budg
et of the drug czar's office. Those early 
cuts signaled a clear and disappointing 
retreat by the new administration from 
the battle against illicit drugs. Noth
ing I have seen since then has reduced 
that perception. While the President 
has given the drug czar a Cabinet-level 
seat, for which we compliment him, he 
has not provided that drug czar with 
the tools or the financial support need
ed to make that seat a meaningful one. 

The evidence of the laxity by the ad
ministration in our war against illicit 
drugs abounds. It is going to cost us 
significantly as a nation. We will sure
ly have more crime, increased health 
care costs, greater worker inefficiency, 
and loss of productivity. We will also 
see the destruction of many of our Na
tion's youth from the ever-increasing 
quantities of imported, cheaper and 
purer drugs that this administration's 
lack of direction will surely bring to 
our Nation's streets. 

Mr. Chairman, the critics of our 
counterdrug efforts, especially our 
interdiction program, just do not per
ceive what is being done. We have an
nually helped to seize from worldwide 
cocaine production large quantities of 
killer narcotics. We have effectively 
cut off a great deal of this scourge be
fore it hits our streets, our schools, and 
our workplaces. 

Mr. Chairman, for the record, :permit 
me to note recent U.S. Government
wide interdiction statistics: 

Fiscal year 1992, a seizure of 17.6 per
cent of cocaine production, or 172 met
ric tons. In fiscal year 1991, there was 
14.6 percent of cocaine production, or 
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140 metric tons seized, showing a sub
stantial increase just from 1991 to 1992. 

Mr. Chairman, the critics would not 
want to address the questions of in
creased crime, often violent crime, 
health care costs, and lost lives that 
these hundreds of tons of cocaine would 
have had upon our society if not inter
cepted before reaching our shores. It is 
relatively easy to state that nothing 
works, but, in fact, those critics are 
wrong. 

Illustrative of the White House's ab
dication of the drug fight, besides at 
the Office of National Drug Control 
Policy, are deep cu ts in fiscal year 1995 
State Department's international nar
cotics matter budget [!NM] without 
White House opposition, while in 
Burma, heroin production soars and we 
are without any counterstrategy. In 
addition, we have had an unprece
dented withdrawal of real-time 
counternarcotics intelligence from 
Peru and Colombia under the guise of a 
reported legal dispute. The litany of 
failures sadly goes on and on. 

Just yesterday .we met with the Sec
retary of Education who indicated to 
us a serious reduction in their drug 
education budget without any support 
from the administration. All of these 
retreats occurred, Mr. Chairman, with
out the drug czar being effectively on 
the field of battle as far as we can see 
by those of us who have been involved 
in this battle. He cannot, it seems, ef
fectively play the role of advocate for 
the battle against drugs that the Presi
dent himself has abandoned. Sadly, 
that once proud office today has few 
advocates to even protest the reduc
tions that have been proposed this 
year. 
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eventually be at stake unless the cur
rent trend is reversed. 

My own patience wears thin. Let us 
hope that improvement comes soon. 

Accordingly, I urge adoption of the 
Goss amendment in order to send a 
clear signal to the administration of 
the opposition that many of us have to 
the reduced support by the executive 
branch for our war against drugs. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GILMAN. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the gentleman's remarks, and I 
understand his concern. 

The gentleman is aware, of course, 
that this does not add any money to 
the drug war? 

Mr. GILMAN. I recognize that. 
Mr. HOYER. Of course, we had the 

foreign operations bill. I do not know 
whether the gentleman had an amend
ment to add money to that bill. We are 
going to have the defense bill coming 
along. There could be an amendment to 
add money to this bill. 

Mr. GILMAN. We certainly did and 
will continue to try to do that. 

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman made 
the point, as I understand it, that this 
is to make a point, this is to penalize, 
am I correct, for policies that you do 
not approve of? Is that correct? 

Mr. GILMAN. Yes. By all means, it is 
an important symbolic attempt to 
show that we disagree with the admin
istration's failure to advocate financial 
support for the drug war. 

Mr. HOYER. So it is a penalty for 
policies with which you do not degree? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL
MAN] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GILMAN 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, it is an 
attempt to focus attention by the Con
gress and by the administration on the 
fact that the administration has failed 
to support the very programs that they 
have indicated that they were advocat
ing. They cut the international effort. 
They cut the drug czar's work. They 
cut our Education Department's ef
forts. What we have is a program with
out any financial support, and this is 
what we are trying to do is to remind 
the administration that this important 
program is without adequate financial 
support here in the Congress where it 
counts. And what better place to send 
such a signal than in the executive 
branch budget? 

Mr. HOYER. I( the gentleman will 
yield further, I just want to point out 
to the gentleman that I have in front 
of me, of course, the national drug con
trol strategy, February 1994, which 
points out the total effort in drug con
trol policy, drug treatment, drug en
forcement, all of those, was 
$12,136,000,000 last year. In this year's 
budget, it is $13,179,000,000, or a $1 bil
lion increase in the drug war in effect. 

Now, it may not be in areas that you 
think are appropriate. I understand the 
gentleman's point there. But the prop
er amendment would be then to shift it 
from one to the other. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL
MAN] has again expired. 

(At the request of Mr. HOYER and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. GILMAN was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman continue to yield? 

Mr. GILMAN. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, my point 
being there has been a substantial in
crease in the dollars dedicated to fight
ing drugs. There may be policy dif
ferences, and those can be met by 
amendments on the floor dealing with 
the substantive programs. This amend
ment, though, I reiterate, is to make a 
point, is to penalize the White House 
for policies with which you do not 

agree, and my point at the outset of 
this debate was on our side of the aisle 
we did not do that to President Reagan 
and we did not do it to President Bush, 
and I personally believe it is inappro
priate to do it to President Clinton. 

Mr. GILMAN. I recognize that. I just 
want to comment that while the pro
posals are there for budget increases, 
the support for those are not present 
when they go before OMB and others of 
the agencies as well as Congress. 

I thank the gentleman for his com
ments. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

The amendment before us represents 
a sound alternative to what, after all, 
is Mr. Clinton's request for an increase 
in his White House budget. 

When all is said and done, the Appro
priations Committee's response funds 
White House activities at precisely the 
same level they were funded in 1992, 
George Bush's last year. Yet as a can
didate, Bill Clinton talked about a 25-
percent cut in the White House staff. 
Many Americans are wondering, at cur
rent levels, whether we are not paying 
too much already, particularly in light 
of the continuing allegations of grave 
misconduct by members of the White 
House staff. 

Yet Bill Clinton, the man who prom
ised a 25-percent cut to the American 
people, has this year proposed an 8-per
cent increase for the White House 

·budget. I congratulate my colleague, 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
Goss], who did not see fit to give Mr. 
Clinton more money, but is instead 
proposing that we hold him to at least 
some of the spending cuts that he pro
posed as a candidate. 

In light of what the White House 
staff has been up to, it seems to me 
they hardly deserve a raise. Just 18 
months ago, the Clinton White House 
started out with Travelgate. It con
sisted in the firing and smearing of 
honest career employees in the White 
House for the benefit of the Clintons' 
relatives and campaign workers. Even 
the White House press corps were scan
dalized by such a noxious mixture of 
cronyism, political manipulation of 
law enforcement, and scapegoating, the 
likes of which Washington has not seen 
since the spoils system was first set 
into motion by Andrew Jackson. 

All of this certainly set the tone for 
what we have now come to know as the 
prototypical Clinton scandal, the cor
ner-cutting, the greed, cronyism, and, 
above all, the deceit. 

There has been more serious mis
conduct by the Clinton White House 
than Travelgate, but certainly nothing 
more contemptible than firing and 
smearing longtime, apolitical, low
level government workers in order to 
benefit the President's cousin and his 
wealthiest friends. 

No less disgraceful was the tamper
ing with the FBI by the White House 
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counsel's office, the office in which I 
once served as senior associate counsel 
to the President. The White House 
counsel is supposed to be preeminently 
responsible for preventing ethical 
lapses by the President and senior 
White House officials. Instead, it was 
this White House counsel's office that 
was the very source of the scandal in
cluding flagrant obvious misconduct by 
White House lawyer William Kennedy, 
who did not contact the Attorney Gen
eral, who did not contact FBI Director 
Sessions, but interfered directly in the 
operations of the FBI to target specific 
individuals. Yet Kennedy remains in 
the White House, two reprimands and 
several additional scandals later, as a 
seemingly permanent source of ethical 
trouble for this President and the other 
White House staff. 

As we all know, Mr. Kennedy, like 
Webb Hubble and Vince Foster and Hil
lary Rodham Clinton, was part of the 
same law firm that represented Arkan
sas wheeler dealers in Whitewater and 
Madison Savings and Loan and dozens 
of other transactions including the 
Clintons' own personal finances. 

One of the most unsavory aspects of 
this staff arrangement is the cronyism. 
From the first, it turned the highest 
echelons of the White House legal staff 
and the Justice Department into little 
more than the Washington branch of
fice of the Rose law firm. The predict
able result was the President and Hil
lary Rodham Clinton felt they could 
treat the White House lawyers as their 
personal lawyers. 

But Federal law prohibits Govern
ment employees, including the White 
House counsel's office, from performing 
private services for the President. Yet 
shortly before his death, Vince Foster 
was working in his White House office 
in the West Wing on Government time 
at taxpayer expense at preparing the 
delinquent Whitewater tax returns. 
Not only was this improper because it 
was the personal investment business 
of the Clintons rather than official 
business, but it also covered a period 
well before the Clintons took office. 
Most observers who have commented 
on this fact have speculated on its rel
evance to Mr. Foster's death. 

As a former member of the counsel's 
office, I am at least as struck by its ob
vious impropriety; using a fulltime 
Government lawyer to work on the 
Clinton family's personal business af
fairs is clearly improper. I recall very 
well the extraordinary pains that, for 
example, President Reagan took to en
sure that none of the White House law
yers worked on his personal business. 
His tax returns were prepared by his 
own private lawyers and his account
ants. Even his blind trust which, un
like the Clintons, was set up before his 
inauguration, was prepared at his per
sonal expense. 

Obviously the Clinton White House 
does not follow the same ethical guide
lines. 

What does this mean from a budget 
standpoint? Obviously it means today 
in 1994 we are already paying for too 
much White House staff, yet the size 
and the composition of the White 
House staff whose budget we are debat
ing today is itself another mystery. 
The Clintons have repeatedly denied 
requests from Congress for a list of 
White House staff members and salary 
levels. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Cox] 
has · expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Cox was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, the Clintons 
have repeatedly denied requests from 
this Congress for nothing more than a 
list of White House staff members and 
salary levels. In fact, one of the Repub
lican amendments that we will not 
even be permitted to debate today 
under this rule would have required 
disclosure of White House staff levels 
and salaries on a regular basis. That is 
hardly too much for Congress to ask, 
since we are supposed to vote to pay 
the bills. 

But apparently the group that has for 
40 years had one-party control of this 
House, now with one of their own party 
members in the White House has de
cided to help the White House stone
wall the Congress, and they have 
looked the other way so as not to no
tice the sleight of hand used by the 
Clinton White House to disguise yet 
another broken promise, the bogus 25-
percent cut in White House staff. 
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used to cover up White House staff 
spending are worthy of Madison Sav
ings & Loan. The Clintons have decided 
that for the first time in 40 years the 
two largest components of the execu
tive office of the President are not part 
of the executive office. That is not all. 
They have inflated the personnel base
line from which the phony cuts are 
taken. 

Then they fired low-paid, long-serv
ing career White House employees and 
used the extra money to hire the ever
changing cast of senior aides cleaning 
out Clintons--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Cox] 
has expired. · 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Cox was 
allowed to proceed for 30 additional 
seconds.) 

Mr. COX. It is not terribly surprising 
that when the dust has settled, Presi
dent Clinton's 1995 budget request 
asked for an increase in spending. But 
while it is not surprising, it is unfortu
nate. 

Today as we vote on the White House 
budget, we are voting in the dark. We 
know the White House staff roster 
thanks only to a leak in the Washing-

ton Post. This House has had no hear
ings on Tra velga te. We have had no 
hearings on Whitewater. We have had 
no hearings on Mrs. Clinton's trans
actions in stocks affected by her health 
care plan or the undisclosed conflicts 
of interest on her health care task 
force or the myriad other scandals 
large and small that have enveloped 
this administration like a fog. Our job 
should be to cut through the fog. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Cox] 
has again expired. 

(On request of Mr. HOYER and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. Cox was al
lowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the distinguished colleague from Mary
land [Mr. HOYER]. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. First of all, we did have a 
hearing on Travelgate, as I am sure the 
ranking member will tell you. Second, 
I do not know whether the gentleman 
heard me say there were 1,394 people on 
the roster at the White House in No
vember 1992 under President Bush. 
There are now 1,044. 

Now, you can dispute those figures. 
We have had hearings about them. 
Those are the figures. 

Mr. COX. If the gentleman would 
yield at that point, reclaiming my 
time, $157 million is the amount of 
money that was spent in 1992 for the 
functions covered by this bill; $157 mil
lion is the amount that this bill con
tains for the very same functions. I do 
not see a cut in it. 

Mr. HOYER. Does the gentleman 
mean 2 years later? Fiscal 1995? 

Mr. COX. That is right. 
Mr. HOYER. For fiscal 1995 the gen

tleman does not see the cut? 
Mr. COX. The gentleman said he cut 

it by 25 percent, but now we are paying 
exactly the same amount. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Cox] 
has again expired. 

(On request of Mr. HOYER and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. Cox was al
lowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. COX. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. The gentleman has served 
in this House for some period of time, 
and he indicated he was associate coun
sel. At no time do I recall the gen
tleman offering an amendment or 
adopting a policy at the White House 
to disclose what he now wants dis
closed on White House personnel. 

Mr. COX. The gentleman did so 
today, and was denied by the group 
that controls the House. 

Mr. HOYER. Excuse me? 
Mr. COX. That amendment was dis

allowed. 
Mr. HOYER. No; no; not this time. 

During the Reagan or Bush years, did 
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the gentleman ever offer an amend
ment or propose a policy in the White 
House as associate counsel to disclose 
this information? And, if so, could the 
gentleman let me see that? 

Mr. COX. The gentleman does not 
serve on the committee, and the gen
tleman did not offer, even, the amend
ment that is being disallowed today. 

Mr. HOYER. Now, I want to make my 
point. I think the gentleman is trying 
not to answer my question. With all 
due respect to the gentleman from 
California, the gentleman expressed 
concern that we were not disclosing 
White House personnel. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Cox] 
has again expired. 

(On request of Mr. HOYER and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. Cox was al
lowed to proceed for 30 additional sec
onds.) 

Mr. COX. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. HOYER. And the gentleman. in 

the course of his tall,{ said he was asso
ciate counsel at the White House. Did 
the gentleman recommend to then
President Reagan that he disclose that 
information, or subsequently as a 
Me_mber of Congress, that Reagan or 
Bush disclose that information? 

Mr. COX. I will answer the gentleman 
in as straightforward a fashion as I 
possibly can. I have always supported 
such disclosure. 

Mr. HOYER. I understand that. Did 
the gentleman make that recommenda
tion to them? 

Mr. COX. I have not offered even the 
amendment that I am debating, which 
is an amendment of the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Goss]. 

Nonetheless, it is specious to suggest 
that if I do not personally offer every 
amendment, I cannot possibly support 
them. I do and have consistently sup
ported these cuts in the White House 
staff. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Cox] 
has again expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. Goss]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 168, noes 262, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 

[Roll No. 236) 

AYES-168 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 

Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 

Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
de la Garza 
De Lay 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 

Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Ky! 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 

NOES-262 

Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 

Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 

Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
Mc Curdy 
Mc Dade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 

Brown (CA) 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 

Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 

NOT VOTING-9 
Miller (FL) 
Reynolds 
Schenk 
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Skeen 
Skelton. 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Washington 
Waxman 
Whitten 

Messrs. GEJDENSON, JEFFERSON, 
HUTCHINSON, DICKEY, NADLER, PE
TERSON of Florida, SKEEN, and LIV
INGSTON changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Mr. TAUZIN changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word, and I request a 
colloquy with the chairman of the sub
committee. Mr. Chairman, the commit
tee has included report language re
garding a current Postal Service regu
lation aimed at controlling the inclu
sion of loose supplements in magazines 
and commercial mailings, but has had 
an unintended, adverse effect on a 
handful of second class weekly news
papers utilizing a two-staple bound for
mat. This is the second time that the 
committee has brought this specific 
problem to the attention of the Postal 
Service. Does the committee wish the 
Postal Service to resolve this problem? 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, the committee 
has directed the Postal Service to 
study this issue and to report back on 
the basis for this regulation. We share 
the gentleman's concern. 
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Mr. PORTER. The intent of this reg

ulation is to prevent commercial mail
ers from including numerous supple
mental inserts without paying addi
tional postage. However, a very small 
number of bona fide newspapers are af
fected by this regulation simply be
cause they do not follow the tradi
tional newspaper format. These news
papers had been using this format for 
decades before the implementation of 
this postal regulation. Does the com
mittee want the Postal Service to 
allow these papers to continue to use 
their customary mode of preparation 
without being subject to the more re
strictive rules on loose supplements 
which apply to magazines and other 
bound publications? 

Mr. HOYER. Again, I would say to 
the gentleman that the committee 
shares his concern, and the committee 
expects the Postal Service to review 
this regulation and report back on its 
rationale. As soon as I receive that, I 
would look forward to discussing it 
with the gentleman. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for the colloquy, and I 
thank him for his concern. 

0 1300 
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, the American people, 
I think, are pretty well fed up with re
ports of politicians abusing power and 
fed up with wasteful and abusive Gov
ernment expenditures, and they con
tinue to see reports in the media of 
politicians taking advantage of perks. 
Some of them are real perks, some of 
them are not. We went through this in 
past administrations, and you would 
think folks would learn a lesson, but 
apparently that has not happened. 

Quite frankly, I had two amendments 
that I was going to offer, but I know 
they will be struck on a point of order, 
so I would merely like to just discuss 
them at this juncture. 

One of those amendments would pro
hibit the unofficial use of military air
craft by White House staff unless ex
pressly authorized by the President. 

I think if we are going to have to 
spell it out, maybe we have to do it, 
not for just this administration, but 
for others. Because we have had abuses 
of military aircraft by both Republican 
and Democratic administrations. It 
just seems to me it would make good 
sense if in their rule book, that who
ever the President may be in the fu
ture, there would be absolutely no 
question of where that authority lies 
and where the line is drawn. 

So the amendment I was going to 
offer but which has not been allowed 
because it is considered legislating on 
an appropriations bill, would basically 
have banned the use of military air
craft for anything other than official 
business as expressly authorized by the 

President. I really think it would have 
just been a good guideline for this 
President and future Presidents on 
down the road. 

The second amendment dealt with 
legal counsel, the separation between 
doing work for private matters and 
those for public matters. 

Bernard Nussbaum stated to us in an 
earlier letter that White House staff 
were not providing legal counsel on pri
vate legal or financial matters, where 
there is, in his terms, "no official 
nexus." 

We have seen a number of reports 
that contradicted that statement. 

We also have seen press reports de
scribing meetings between White House 
staff members and Treasury Depart
ment RTC officials on the subject of 
the President's involvement in the 
Madison Guaranty matter. That is a 
personal financial matter. Press re
ports have pointed out the late Vince 
Foster had Whitewater files in his of
fice, and up until shortly before his 
death, he was preparing the president 
and First Lady's Whitewater tax re
turns. That is a personal financial mat
ter. 

Most recently, there are press ac
counts of White House staff weighing 
the establishment of a legal fund to 
raise legal fees to pay for attorneys 
representing the President on the 
Fiske investigation and the Paula 
Jones case. The question is why are 
White House staff members doing this? 
Shouldn't Mr. Kendall and Mr. Bennett 
be handling such matters? 

There is precedent in this sub
committee for concern about such 
abuse. Back in 1973, former Chairman 
Roybal strongly questioned the right of 
White House officials to handle Water
gate-related legal matters for the 
President. But I think we need to make 
a very important distinction, having 
said that. Watergate involved actions 
taken by a sitting President and in
volved public policy. 

Now, if this subcommittee in the past 
questioned whether official funds 
should be used to pay for personal legal 
counsel for the President on a quasi
public matter, we certainly have every 
right to question the use of public 
funds for legal counsel on matters that 
are clearly private legal and financial 
matters of the President and the First 
Lady. 

Mr. Nussbaum stated no funds are 
being used to provide legal counsel for 
the President and First Lady. That 
sentence is in the present tense. He 
said nothing about actions predating 
his letter. 

The bottom line, Mr. Chairman, I 
think we should just leave no doubt in 
the minds of the general public and the 
minds of White House officials that 
public funds should not be used to pr0-
vide legal counsel on private or per
sonal matters. 

Again, that was the thrust of the sec
ond amendment that I had wished to 

offer today, simply to put some guide
lines in the White House official oper
a ting manual as to where the line is 
drawn as it relates to the official use of 
nonofficial use of military aircraft, and 
also to the aspect of attorneys working 
in the White House, if they are doing 
public matters or they are doing pri
vate matters, that those two should be 
separate. I don't think there is much 
disagreement over the fact they should 
be separate. 

The problem is, we have no oversight 
because the executive branch is a per
manently authorized part of our Gov
ernment, and, that would be the appro
priate place to bring this up. However, 
this is the only opportunity we have. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title III? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BURTON OF 
INDIANA 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BURTON of Indi

ana: Page 23, line 2, strike " $38,754,000" and 
insert "$23,754,000". 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, some time ago it was announced 
that the President was going to go to 
Normandy to celebrate the 50th anni
versary of D-day. And even though we 
may have had some differences on his 
views on the military, we thought the 
President of the United States should 
go to show respect for those who made 
such a tremendous sacrifice for free
dom. 

Then we found out that the President 
was going not with just White House 
staff and Air Force One and some mili
tary personnel, but he was going with 
an armada of 29 to 30 aircraft. 

Now, bear in mind that President 
Reagan, 10 years ago, went to Nor
mandy with six aircraft, and those six 
aircraft included the transportation ve
hicles, White House staff, and the 
President himself. 

But this time, the White House took 
30 aircraft, 29 to be exact, we believe 
more than that, but we have 29 docu
mented, and approximately 1,000 people 
along with him, at taxpayers' expense. 
At least this is what we were led to be
lieve. 

I am on the committee of jurisdic
tion that is bound by the Constitution 
and the Congress to determine whether 
or not White House expenditures are 
appropriate. That is the authorizing 
committee. Of course, the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] chairs the 
subcommittee dealing with the actual 
appropriation of these moneys. 

We contacted the White House, ask
ing them for a list of the people who 
went with the President so we could as
certain whether or not these people 
were legitimate, whether or not they 
should have gone at taxpayers' expense 
and, if they did not, did they reimburse 
the U.S. Treasury for the expenses of 
that trip. 
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Bear in mind, each one of these 

planes, if you average them all out, 
some cost 3 or $4,000 per flying hour, 
some cost as much as 12 to $13,000. But 
if you averaged all these planes out as 
far as flying time is concerned, the es
timated cost per hour is 9 to $10,000 
dollars per flying hour to go over to 
Europe. There were 29 planes. If you 
figure 22 hours there and back, and of 
course they had to go to Rome and 
other places, they had several side 
trips, but we estimated a minimum of 
20 hours, we are looking at roughly $6 
million in just flight time. 

Then we found out that some of these 
aircraft were not catered by the U.S. 
Air Force Commissary at Andrews Air 
Force Base, but were instead catered 
by a private caterer, and we believe 
that private caterer charged two or 
three times as much to the taxpayers 
as would have been charged by the U.S. 
Government Commissary at Andrews. 

Vie then contacted the service orga
nizations: American Legion, VFVI, Par
alyzed Veterans of America, Am Vets, 
and so forth, to try to find out if they 
were invited to go, because they rep
resent the people who served in the in
vasion of Europe in 1944. And we were 
told that while they were going to the 
ceremonies at Normandy, they had not 
been asked to accompany the President 
on Air Force One or the backup plane 
or any of the other aircraft. 

Vie tried valiantly for some time to 
get this information from the Vtlhite 
House. The Vtlhite House called back to 
my office and said, "This is not any of 
your business," in effect, and we are 
not going to give you that list. 

During the Reagan and Bush admin
istrations, on many occasions our sub
committee asked for and received ade
quate information from the Vtlhite 
House. In fact, we got boxes of informa
tion for us to go through. Now we ask 
the President, as the Republican mi
nority, for that information, and we 
were stonewalled. 

So we wrote a letter to the Vtlhite 
House under the Freedom of Informa
tion Act that any citizen can do. And 
we were then told that we were not 
going to get the information, that part 
of it was classified, and so forth. So we 
have not gotten that information. 

Thanks to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. HOYER], and I want to thank 
the gentleman publicly, he called the 
Vt/hi te House as the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Appropriations that 
deals with this issue. He asked for a 
list. And today he was very kind in giv
ing me a copy of the list. I would like 
to go through that real briefly with 
you, and then I will engage the gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] in 
a colloquy or anyone else who wants to 
talk about this. 
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Air Force One went, with 50-some 

passengers. Air Force One backup went 

with several Vtlhite House staff. There 
was a press charter plane, which is nor
mal. And then there were 26 other air
craft. These 26 other aircraft included 
senior DOD officials, 110 passengers, 
ceremonial participants, 13 aircraft 
with approximately 750 passengers. 
And then there were three or five air
craft that took a congressional delega
tion. I thought there were three, but 
we found out today that there were 
five. 

I think that we should have had a 
presence over there. I believe that the 
President should have been there, even 
when we have had differences on our 
views on the military, because he is 
our Commander in Chief. 

But for them to stonewall the Con
gress and not give us this information 
until we force the issue, I think, is a 
real show of animosity toward the Con
gress and arrogance on the part of the 
Vtlhite House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Especially 
in view of the fact that shortly after 
the President took office on February 
10, 1993, he signed a Presidential direc
tive saying that any use of U.S. air
craft by the Vt/hi te House should be re
ported to the public in a very timely 
manner and there should be full public 
disclosure. Yet when the Congress of 
the United States asked for this infor
mation, we were stonewalled. 

Vie estimate the cost of the trip to be 
between $10 million and $15 million, in
cluding the private caterer and all the 
air hours and everything else that took 
place. Vie do not know about the lodg
ing, because we have not had full dis
closure. 

Vie also know that there was one in-· 
tern at the Vtlhite House, an unpaid in
tern that went over there with them. 
Vie would like to know whether or not 
that unpaid intern was paid for with 
taxpayer dollars. 

I do commend, as I said before, the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] 
for getting this information for us. But 
this is incomplete. It does not give us 
a manifest, a list of who went. It says 
that 750 military personnel went, bands 
and so forth, but it does not give us 
who these people were and whether or 
not they were officially recognized to 
go, whether or not they should have re
paid the Treasury for their travel. 

There were people that went on these 
aircraft. · Vie do not have their names. 
Vie believe that they were paid for by 
the taxpayer. If they went and they 
were a private citizen, they are sup
posed to disclose that. 

They are supposed to reimburse the 
Treasury for that travel, I think, at a 
first-class airfare rate. 

Vie do not· have that information. 
This is helpful, but it certainly is not 
an answer. 

I would urge my colleague to get ad
ditional information, if he possibly 
can. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his comments. I 
know the gentleman is very concerned 
about this. I wanted to ask him a ques
tion. 

I am sure he has investigated this. 
How many people went with Ronald 
Reagan in 1984? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Ronald 
Reagan took 6 aircraft, not 29 or 30. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] 
has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. We were 
told that there were six aircraft total 
that went. If the gentleman can give 
me additional information, I would 
welcome it. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, the 
gentleman is aware that 10 years ago 
they did not have the ceremonies in
volving paratroopers or a beach land
ing. The gentleman is aware of that. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. All the cere
monies that took place involved six 
aircraft. This time it took 30 aircraft, 
10 years later. 

Mr. HOYER. And the gentleman is 
aware that 750 of the personnel, which 
involved most of the aircraft and their 
equipment, were with the bands, the 
paratroopers, and/or the persons who 
participated in the landing at the 
beaches. 

Mr. BURTON of lndiana. That is 
what this very sketchy list shows, but 
we do not have a manifest. In order to 
determine whether or not this money 
was well spent and whether it was 
spent at taxpayer expense for individ
uals requires a manifest. Vie need the 
names and the positions of these peo
ple, not a carte blanche that says we 
took 750 people with us. 

Mr. HOYER. I understand what the 
gentleman is saying. Am I correct the 
gentleman from Indiana was a Member 
of the Congress in 1984? Did he get at 
that point in time a manifest? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Vie did not 
request a manifest. 

Mr. HOYER. And why did the gen
tleman not request it? There was great 
interest in this issue. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Vie thought 
it was reasonable for the President to 
take six military aircraft, including 
one military personnel that we knew 
of, and that was himself. 

Mr. HOYER. I will just suggest to the 
gentleman, that someone said to me 
yesterday that there were 700 to 800 
"personal friends of the President" 
along. 
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. What was 

said was that we believe there is a pos
sibility that he took 700 to 800 of his 
closest friends, because the White 
House would not give us the informa
tion we requested, even though the 
President had promised the public in a 
Presidential edict that he was going to 
do that. 

Mr. HOYER. With all due respect to 
the gentleman, who is a friend of mine, 
who I respect and like and work with 
on a number of occasions, it stretches 
my credulity to believe that anybody 
thought there were 700 close personal 
friends of the President. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] 
has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman knows, 
as others know, that this was the 50th 
anniversary, a very significant event in 
world history as well as American his
tory, that there were literally millions 
of people who had participated in one 
way or the other in this event and that 
the military, in particular, these are 
not Clinton administration people, 
these are DOD, had a right to partici
pate. Chairman Vessey went over, as 
the chairman knows, and other mem
bers of the Joint Chiefs went. The gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON] is 
going to speak on this in a second. 

Bands went to participate in the pro
grams. These were people organized by 
the Department of Defense. 

In fact, the President of the United 
States, on his plane, had a total of nine 
more people in 1994 than were taken in 
1984. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. The gen
tleman is begging the issue. The Presi
dent, in 1984, President Reagan took 
six aircraft. He took 29 aircraft. The 
reason we said, if I might reclaim my 
time, what I would like to say is that 
if the President had, according to his 
Presidential edict, given us the mani
fest and the information, none of this 
would have happened. But he 
stonewalled the Congress, as he has on 
many other occasions. And we have no 
recourse but to try to put pressure on 
the White House to get this inf orma
tion. We even wrote them a letter 
under the Freedom of Information Act, 
and they would not respond. 

When we said he may have taken 700 
to 800 of his closest friends, we said 
that for a reason. That was to force the 
White House and the media around this 
country to put pressure on them to 
come clean. While this is a very 
sketchy report, it simply still does not 
tell us who went at taxpayers' expense 
and who did not and whether or not the 
taxpayer ponied up a lot of money for 
people that went over there just as a 
guest of the President. We know that 
one unpaid intern just working at the 
White House for a short period of time 
went. I do not know how many others. 

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman did not 
know the figures then. Was he just 
using figures that he speculated? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] 
has again expired. 

(By uuanimous consent, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say to the gentleman, in response to 
his stonewalling question, that the D
day ceremony took place on June 6. 
Some of the equipment is not back yet. 
It is now June 15. 

I just gave the gentleman the record, 
as the White House is putting it to
gether, of the planes that went, which 
almost exactly comport with the gen
tleman's figures. It is, I think, very 
strange, to say approximately one 
week after they came back that they 
are stonewalling on information. I 
think the gentleman's characterization 
is not fair. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, any time one takes 30 U.S. air
craft and a thousand people over there, 
there is a list before they leave. They 
have to know who is getting on those 
planes. And the -military knew and the 
White House knew who was going, and 
these planes were requested, most of 
them by the White House, according to 
the information we got at Andrews Air 
Force Base. 

So my question is, they had that list 
beforehand. Why did they not give it to 
the Congress and why did the White 
House say, we are not going to give you 
the information, which is what they 
told me? 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, as the 
gentleman knows, my source is the 
White House. The gentleman says An
drews Air Force Base is his source. So 
that I might check out the informa
tion, who is the gentleman's source at 
Andrews Air Force Base? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I will not 
get some body fired out there from the 
White House because of information 
that they gave to our office. I am not 
going to do that. 

Mr. HOYER. At Andrews? 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. We got it at 

Andrews on the private catering. They 
usually cater these planes at the com
missary at Andrews, but the White 
House asked for a private contract to 
be let which costs two or three or four 
times as much for private catering for 
many of these planes. 

Should we be using private caterers 
when these aircraft normally are ca
tered by Air Force One? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] 
has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. HOYER. I do not know the spe
cifics of that. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Call the 
White House. The gentleman talked to 
them about the other things. 

Mr. HOYER. Rarely do they under
take as big an undertaking as 750 mem
bers of the military to participate in 
reenactments and other celebratory ac
tivities. 
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I frankly do not know the capacity of 

the in-house caterer, Mr. Chairman, 
but that aside, that is not the issue 
here, I think. The issue here is on the 
disclosure. 

Mr. Chairman, I asked the gen
tleman, does he know any of the facts 
relating to the 1984 trip? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, we know in 1984 about President 
Reagan. 

Mr. HOYER. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, he was told, but he 
does not have a manifest. He has been 
told. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Nobody 
asked for a manifest, Mr. Chairman, 
because they thought 6 aircraft was 
reasonable, not 30, at the taxpayers' 
expense, especially after the President 
said that excessive use of aircraft by 
the White House was going to be cur
tailed. We asked for and demanded 
complete public disclosure in a timely 
fashion, and the President stonewalled 
the Congress, our committee, when we 
asked for that. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I am happy 
to yield to my colleague, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, because we had a con
stituent inquiry on the matter, my 
staff checked up on this issue, and I 
think it is interesting to put into per
spective some of what the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] has been 
saying, because my staff, when they 
talked to the Pentagon, was told the 
Pentagon specifically told all veterans 
that they were going to have to get 
over there by themselves, that they 
were not going to be able to go aboard 
any military aircraft; that some mili
tary people would be able to go on a 
space available basis, but that all the 
aircraft that were going were for the 
White House and official parties and 
that sort of thing. 

Mr. Chairman, what I am saying to 
the gentleman is that the Pentagon's 
information to my staff confirms much 
of what the gentleman is saying here, 
that veterans did not get to go along, 
they were not given free transportation 
over. 

The fact is that this is a evidently a 
specially invited list that got aboard 
all of these airplanes. That comes from 
what the Pentagon just told us on a 
constituent inquiry. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, CBS news interviewed three vet
erans in a California hospital who said 
they would have loved to have gone, 
but they could not afford to go. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, not those veterans, nor were any 
other veterans, to our knowledge, 
asked to attend, especially the veter
ans groups. I said before, we contacted 
the major veterans groups. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, what I 
am saying to the gentleman is that 
veterans who specifically contacted the 
Pentagon, finding out whether or not 
there was any transportation that was 
going to be provided, were told that no, 
there would be no transportation pro
vided of any official nature; that any
body going was going to have to go by 
commercial airplane. 

Mr. Chairman, that basically con
firms what the gentleman is saying, 
that the people who were aboard these 
were people who evidently got special 
invites of one kind or another. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Mary
land. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
told the gentleman at least 750 of these 
were military personnel that partici
pated. These are not special invitees of 
the President of the United States. 
Other people were former Chairmen of 
the Joint Chiefs under previous admin
istrations, nonpolitical. Mr. Chairman, 
some of the gentlemen who are rising 
here went. I did not go. They have per
sonal knowledge. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I will be happy to yield to my col
leagues in just a minute. 

Mr. HOYER. If the gentleman will 
yield further, Mr. Chairman, there 
should not be any aspersions similar to 
the gentleman's. This is not some spe
cial list that the President invited. 
That is not the fact. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I guess 
the question some of us have, Mr. 
Chairman, is that it was a major cele
bration, the fortieth anniversary, and 
it should have been a major celebration 
at the fiftieth anniversary, but the 
level of participation here of military 
troops and so on, if the gentleman is 
correct, is significantly higher. 

The question is who made the plans 
that added significant expense to the 
overall participation by the United 
States. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I think that is a legitimate ques
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana was allowed to proceed for 3 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, let me just say, as I said before 
many times, I believe, many times, 
those of us in the minority have asked 
for information from the White House 
on a number of issues, and we have 
been stonewalled time and time again. 
The gentleman can ask almost any
body on this side of the aisle. 

When we asked for that information 
and we finally got a sketchy outline 
like the gentleman just received, we 
question whether or not all of this is 
valid. I am not saying somebody lied 
down there, but I would like to have 
more detailed information. 

Mr. Chairman, who were these 1,000 
people? The gentleman says 750 were 
military. Is the gentleman sure it was 
750 and not 700 or 675? Were 75 or 100 
paid for, personal, private people paid 
for by the taxpayers of the United 
States? I do not know and the gen
tleman does not know. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not sufficient. 
We want a complete manifest and we 
want to know if these were people who 
were active military, retired people in 
the military, or were they even in the 
military. If not, did they reimburse the 
taxpayer? We are talking about $10 
million to $15 million here, and five 
times as many aircraft as President 
Reagan took just 10 short years ago. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Indi
ana. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I have no dog in this fight, but I 
would say to the gentleman, we did 
have paratroopers jumping in 10 years 
ago at the 40th anniversary. There was 
a significant jump at that time. I do 
not know how they got there, but they 
were jumping in 10 years ago, too. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. There were 
six aircraft to our knowledge that were 
there, totally, Mr. Chairman, not 29. 
My initial amendment, Mr. Chairman, 
which I am talking about now, is for a 
cut of $16 million for the White House 
budget, to send a message to them. If 
we are convinced that much of this is 
accurate, we will reduce that down to 
$10 million or $5 million. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, lest the importance of 
the D-day commemoration get lost in 
the fog of this debate, let me say that 
this was certainly a very timely, ex
tremely well planned and put on series 
of commemorations to a lot of brave 
men, both living and dead. 

Mr. Chairman, I attended the Slapton 
Sands ceremony where nearly 800 sol
diers and sailors died in a training ex
ercise when they were surprised by 
German E-boats. That was kept secret 

for a while so the Germans would not 
learn about it. 

I attended the SHAEF Headquarters 
ceremony in London, and between the 
CINCUSNA VEUR Headquarters and the 
Embassy, what a moving experience 
that was. As a matter of fact, the gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT
GOMERY], the chairman of the Commit
tee on Veterans Affairs, spoke at that 
event. 

I attended events both at Utah Beach 
and at Omaha Beach. I heard the Presi
dent speak also at the Cambridge Cem
etery. These were fitting tributes to 
Americans. I do not want all this to get 
lost in this debate, because that was 
truly well thought out and planned se
ries of events, and much credit must go 
to retired Lt. Gen. Mick Kicklighter of 
the U.S. Army. 

To all those who were involved, this 
will never happen again, to see the lit
erally thousands of American veterans 
with their Purple Hearts, with the 
other decorations of their European 
campaigns; to see Othie Owsley from 
Clinton, MO, who was captured shortly 
after the invasion by the Germans and 
in prison camp for 10 months; to see 
Dr. Tommy McDonald, from Missouri, 
Silver Star recipient, thrice wounded 
was over there. We will not see that as
semblage again. 

Mr. Chairman, we should pay tribute 
to every American who was there, who 
came back, and those who were in
terred in those stone-marked ceme
teries. Let us not lose the significance 
of this D-day remembrance. That is 
what it is. Young America, young 
America, should know and understand 
the sacrifices that occurred on June 6, 
1944. That is the purpose of all of this. 
It is not to be lost in this debate today. 

Mr. SANGMEISTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am rather surprised 
at the debate that is going on here 
today. I was one of those who was on 
the Montgomery Codel that went over 
there, and I want to say that it was the 
greatest experience anyone could have. 

My understanding was that the bulk 
of those people that went over there 
were all veterans. It is too bad that as 
we do spend money around here, that 
we did not spend twice the amount of 
money and bring that many more vet
erans over there to see that. Mr. Chair
man, it was one of the most impressive 
commemorations I have ever seen, and 
I think we are degrading the whole 
process by what is going on here right 
now. 

Mr. Chairman, I was so pleased to see 
Members of our own body over there, 
much less, the minority leader himself, 
who was involved in the D-day inva
sion, who spoke over there, movingly, 
about his participation. We had the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS], 
who parachuted in behind the lines at 
that time and put his life on the line, 
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and he was able to speak. We heard all 
of this. 

Mr. Chairman, I think probably one 
of the most moving things above all 
was to travel by bus across Normandy 
and see all the French people holding 
out their American flags and their 
English and British flags and saying to 
us, giving us the V sign. I want to tell 
the Members, it was a moving experi
ence. I was very proud to be an Amer
ican. I was very proud to be over there 
at that time. I think we ought to end 
this process and get on with the legis
lation. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite of words. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, we were all proud as Americans 
to see the ceremonies at Normandy. 

0 1330 
Mr. Chairman, we were all proud as 

Americans to see the reception that we 
received as Americans over there, the 
people who went, by the French people 
and the English people who experienced 
such a dreadful time during World War 
II. We are very proud of the people who 
fought and died on D-day and all of 
those who sacrificed during World War 
II for freedom against Naziism and fas
cism. We are all proud of them. But 
that is not the issue here. The issue is, 
10 years ago at the 40th anniversary, 6 
planes went at taxpayers' expense, and 
this time it was 30 planes, and we can
not get an accounting, an itemized ac
counting from the White House on who 
went. We are charged with the respon
sibility, congressional oversight of 
White House expenditures of this type. 

I would just like to say to my col
leagues, if we could get a complete 
manifest, a complete accounting and it 
meets with congressional prerogatives 
and approval, then fine. But the White 
House has stonewa!led us, and we got 
an incomplete list here today. We say 
1,000 people are going, 750 were bands 
and so forth, but we do not have the 
answers that are required by our Con
gress as far as these expenditures are 
concerned. While we are very proud to 
be Americans and very proud of all 
those who sacrificed, and many of us 
served in the military for our country, 
we are proud to be members of the 
military, former members of the mili
tary, that does not answer the ques
tions that we are asking here today, 
and we would like to have those an
swers for the taxpayers who footed this 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
looking down over the list here and I 
just would like a little bit of clarifica
tion. If I understand correctly, the list 
that we have lists three aircraft that 

the White House says were their re
sponsibility. Then there are eight air
craft that carried 110 passengers, in
cluding the Secretary of Defense, sen
ior officials of military departments, 
the National Guard bureau chief, re
tired generals and staff. If I figure cor
rectly, that is a total of about 14 people 
per airplane there. We have eight air
craft carrying 14 people per airplane. I 
ask the gentleman from Maryland, is 
that correct, for an average? 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
calculated it. 

Mr. WALKER. I am dividing 8 into 
110, which comes to something on the 
order of 14 people per aircraft in that 
case: We have no reason to believe that 
there is anybody else aboard those air
craft, is that correct? 

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman is cor
rect. If the gentleman would look at 
the sheets that I gave to the gentleman 
from Indiana, the passengers are set 
forth on the attached documents. 

Mr. WALKER. Then we have 13 air
craft that were carrying people. If I di
vide that out correctly, it is some
where on the order of 60 people, a little 
less than 60 people per aircraft that 
were carrying the 750 people. 

It says it includes, it goes for partici
pating in the ceremonies. 

Mr. HOYER. I can tell the gen
tleman, there were 53 from the Mis
souri National Guard Band; from the 
Maryland National Guard Band, which 
I did not know was going, 53 traveled. 

Mr. WALKER. So each of them took 
an airplane approximately. 

Mr. HOYER. National Guard Band 
overflow. These were all KC-135's, 53. 
Ceremonial troops on a C-130, 80; the 
Navy Band on a C-9, a smaller plane as 
the gentleman knows, which is why we 
cannot compare, some airplanes are ob
viously larger than others, 25; 

Coast Guard Band, C-9 again, 43. 
That would indicate that there were 18 
less on the same C-9 that went on the 
Navy Band plane; 

And paratroop movement, seven C-
141's with 450, a total of 757 for those 
particular aircraft. 

Mr. WALKER. And those planes, the 
planes that carried the paratroopers, 
carried nobody else. This was all para
troopers who were aboard those planes. 
We sent over 450 paratroopers, and they 
were aboard the rest of those planes. 

Mr. HOYER. There were seven C-
14l's. 

Mr. WALKER. Seven C-141's carrying 
450 paratroopers, and there was nobody 
else aboard those airplanes, it was just 
paratroopers? 

Mr. HOYER. Nobody to my knowl
edge. The pilots were on board obvi
ously. · 

Mr. WALKER. I understand that. 
Mr. Chairman, I am trying to estab

lish here, because this is the informa-

tion, it is the kind of information that 
we simply cannot get this administra
tion to turn over to us. It would be 
very helpful for those of us in the mi
nority who do have questions about 
some of these things to get accurate in
formation and get it in a timely fash
ion. We would not have to go through 
these discussions. This discussion is 
not about D-day. D-day was a wonder
ful ceremony, America participated 
along with our Allies. It was the kind 
of thing that should be done. This does 
help to clarify it. It helps to go down 
through it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, the 
bottom line is this administration has 
been the least forthcoming administra
tion in the time I have been in the Con
gress in terms of bringing forth infor
mation. The reason for it is, I can tell 
the gentleman, is the minority has no 
subpoena power and the majority has 
no desire to subpoena any information. 
Therefore, we are stonewalled by the 
Democratic leadership day after day in 
terms of getting information because 
they refuse to use their subpoena 
power and the minority has no sub
poena power so we cannot get the in
formation, and this administration 
simply stonewalls us and says, "We're 
not going to give it to you." 

Mr. Chairman, I am saying if the gen
tleman does not want this kind of dis
cussion on the floor time after time, 
the way to stop it is to tell the admin
istration that they have an obligation 
to the Congress to turn over legiti
mately asked for information about 
what is being spent on the taxpayers' 
behalf. We are not getting that from 
the administration all the time, I find 
it on my committee. I know the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLINGER], at the Committee on Govern
ment Operations, has asked for all 
kinds of information and has been 
stonewalled by the administration. 

Mr. Chairman, if there is any place 
that should be getting this informa
tion, it is the Committee on Govern
ment Operations that handles over
sight. Yet the chairman there has no 
desire to get this information because 
he does not want to do anything to em
barrass the administration, and the mi
nority just simply wants to get the in
formation to find out. Maybe there is 
embarrassing stuff, maybe there is not, 
but it is going to get a lot more embar
rassing if day after day we have to 
come to the floor and face this kind of 
discussion simply because the informa
tion is not available. I would suggest to 
the gentleman that one of the signals 
that ought to be sent here is to the ad
ministration to legitimately give to 
Congress that kind of information 
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which we are entitled to see and have 
when it is the taxpayers involved. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Respectfully, I under
stand what the gentleman is saying, 
but I will tell the gentleman very hon
estly, I believe that this is not about 
information, this is about politics. 
That is what I have said in the past. 

Mr. Chairman, I will read from a re
port written by the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service that inves
tigated this issue. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has again expired. 

(On request of Mr. HOYER and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I con
tinue to yield to the gentleman from 
Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. The report reads: 
"Over the past year," and this is 1992, 

"the Subcommittee on Human Re
sources held four hearings, March 31'' 
and this is 1992, President Bush is 
President, "April 9, April 30 and July 
21, 1992, on the travel and personnel 
topics addressed in this bill. The White 
House refused to testify at three of 
these four hearings. In addition, two 
scheduled subcommittee hearings, May 
28 and September 8, 1992, were canceled 
due to the White House's refusal to 
provide witnesses.'' 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, the dif
ferences, I would say to the gentleman 
is, the gentleman can read off all that, 
the difference is that the subpoena 
power rests in the committee's hands. 
At the point that the White House did 
not come up and testify to those kinds 
of hearings, the committee had the 
power to subpoena the information, 
anyway. It was used consistently on 
Capitol Hill against the administra
tion. The gentleman may think that 
this is politics, but the bottom line is 
that there can be no politics out of any 
of this information if nothing wrong 
has been done. However, this gen
tleman thinks if there is going to be 
politics played, that there is plenty 
wrong that has been done and if we get 
the information, it just might be a po
litical disaster for this administration. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Let me tell the gen
tleman my problem with that so we 
can pursue this. 

Mr. Chairman, the trip ended on June 
7 or June 8. That was 7 days ago. I have 
just handed the gentleman what I got 
because I believe that Congress is enti
tled to this information. The gen
tleman says it is not enough. I just 
mentioned the number of planes and 

people. I understand that we could go 
deeper. But the discussions on the talk 
shows last weekend were based upon 
hearsay. No manifest was available, 
there was no absolute knowledge. Why? 
Because it made for good politics. 
Mr~ Chairman, I will work with the 

gentleman to get information because 
as I think the ranking member on this 
committee will tell the gentleman, I 
want the members of my committee, I 
want the Members of your side of the 
aisle and I want our side of the aisle to 
make sure that we are doing right. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, if I 
may talk about the gentleman from 
Iowa, the gentleman from Iowa has run 
into problems at the White House get
ting information that he thought was 
legitimately his, not on this issue but 
on several other issues that the gen
tleman thought legitimately should be 
given to the minority. They have not 
been forthcoming. All I am saying to 
the gentleman is this is just one issue 
of about a dozen or more where infor
mation is not being provided by this 
administration to Members of Congress 
who are asking for it. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Iowa, JIM LEACH, has had to go to court 
to try to get information that he 
thinks is legitimately available, should 
be made available to him as ranking 
member of the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. The gen
tleman has had to go to court to take 
up a constitutional case. 
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That just is not legitimate. It seems 

to me that if information is done, is 
gathered at taxpayers' expense, we 
have a right to see it, which should not 
take subpoena power in order to do it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has expired. 

(At the request of Mr. BURTON of In
diana and by unanimous consent, Mr. 
WALKER was allowed to proceed for 3 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, let me just say that my staff con
tacted Dover, DE, and Altus, OK, and a 
lot of these bases, and the manifest 
that we have of these planes does not 
jibe with the information we received. 

There were five C-5's and 14 C-14l's 
that went on this trip, according to the 
information we received, 9 out of Scott 
Air Force Base in Illinois, and four out 
of McGuire Air Force Base in New Jer
sey, and they are not on this list. So 
there is an inconsistency. I do not 
know what that is. That is why I said 
we need detailed information on the 
manifest and the planes that went, No. 
1. 

No. 2, in answer to the gentleman's 
comments earlier about not getting the 

information from previous administra
tions, I serve on that committee, and 
they sent us box after box after box of 
information. They did sent people up 
from the White House to testify. It 
may not have been the people that the 
committee chairman wanted, but they 
were people in relevant positions at the 
White House that did come up to give 
us information. So do not give us that 
baloney that the Bush and Reagan ad
ministrations were noncooperative 
with the committee, because I was 
there. We did get the information. 

In this administration, we cannot get 
anything on almost any issue we have 
asked for. We have been . stonewalled 
time after time. If you want me to 
stand here and give you about a half 
hour's list of them, I will be happy to 
do that. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I say to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] that I cer
tainly understand your desire for ac
countability. That is our job, to make 
sure that the money is spent properly. 

My question to you would be: Are 
you familiar with a gentleman by the 
name of BOB MICHEL, the distinguished 
minority leader? 

Mr. WALKER. Well, I have no-
Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Are you 

familiar with that gentleman? 
Mr. WALKER, Sure, I am. That is a 

ridiculous question, but sure, I am. I 
am willing to play the game. Yes. What 
do you want to say about him? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. The 
point I think that I think needs to be 
made in particular with the Normandy 
trip, the distinguished minority leader 
was very much in attendance, the gen
tleman from California, the former 
peacetime fighter pilot, BOB DORNAN 
was there, Congressman BILIRAKIS, 
Congressman STEARNS, Congressman 
HENRY HYDE, certainly not a big fan of 
the present administration, Congress
man CHARLIE TAYLOR, Congressman 
ALEX MCMILLAN. This is just off the 
top of my head. 

Mr. WALKER. I understand the point 
the gentleman is making. We know 
that five aircraft went carrying con
gressional delegations. We know who 
were on those delegations. We can find 
that out. We would like the adminis
tration to be as forthcoming about who 
was on the airplanes other than con
gressional delegations as Congress did. 
We know who were on the congres
sional airplanes. The gentleman does 
not have to read off the list. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. I am ad
dressing you as a gentleman, and I 
hope that you will behave as such. 

Mr. WALKER. Well, I am behaving as 
such by giving the gentleman my time. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Please, 
let me finish. 
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Mr. WALKER. Sure. 
Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Have 

any of the people I indicated, and 
again, this is off the top of my head, of 
people that I know were in attendance, 
have any of them spoken to any irreg
ularities that they saw, anything that 
they think should not have taken 
place? I would certainly welcome that, 
because I traveled with, I know, Mr. 
DORNAN extensively, and I at the time 
do not recall him saying anything was 
out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. I do not think any of us 
are claiming there are any irregular
ities. We simply cannot get the infor
mation. We would like to know why 
there were 30 planes involved. We have 
gotten a little bit of the information 
today. I do not know that there were 
any irregularities. 

I am not willing to say there were or 
were not. I have no reason to believe 
that the people who went from this 
Congress did anything but enhance this 
ceremony, and I am pleased they were 
able to be part of the international par
ticipation that was there. 

But I will say to the gentleman, 
again, this is symbolic of what goes on 
time after time in this administration, 
where you ask for information simply 
to find out whether or not there are 
any problems. You are simply 
stonewalled, and we are then left with 
the impression that there must be 
something wrong, because otherwise 
the information would be forthcoming. 
Maybe it is just this administration 
has absolutely no desire to give any in
formation whatsoever, and that you all 
on the Democratic side of the aisle are 
accommodating that by refusing to de
mand the information. Maybe that is 
all it is. 

But I am telling you, you are going 
to face this kind of issue all the time 
on the floor if this administration does 
not become more willing to provide le
gitimate information to the Congress 
on a regular basis. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. The Wash
ington Times, according to my staff, 
asked the White House for this infor
mation, and the White House did give a 
list of the Congressmen that went, the 
congressional delegation, the House 
and Senate Members, but they refused 
to give a list of White House attendees 
and others, so they were very kind and 
helpful to give our names out, which I 
think is fine, but they would not give 
the list of those who went at the re
quest of the White House that were 
nonmembers of the Congress. 

And therein, as Shakespeare said, 
lies the rub. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, personally I think it 
is great, you know, when we have an 
event that changes the world, and I 
think for the better. I have no qualms 
about any of the Members going or the 
responsible people going. 

I think the issue for most of us on 
this side of the aisle, for my friend, and 
I think you would agree that on many 
occasions we are denied information 
from the White House, information 
that allows us to manage the affairs of 
the House. 

I would hope in the future that we 
run it like a business. When we have 
got a codel or whatever it is, you know, 
First, we arrange the plane, second, we 
say we are going somewhere, and third, 
the justification of the people that are 
going on it, and none of this will ever 
happen, I think. 

I do not mind 30 airplanes going over 
there, quite frankly, especially if they 
were legitimate. I think they were le
gitimate people. 

I do have questions about why the 
band from Missouri. Why not the band 
from California? Did Mr. GEPHARDT ask 
for the Missouri group to go? Or why 
not a military band? And maybe if we 
see those justifications up front, there 
will not be any problem. 

I do not think there is any rash un
dercover things on this. As a matter of 
fact, I think it is great that you all 
went. I do not mind 30 airplanes going, 
because I think it was a great event, 
and I support the Members for going to 
that. 

But I would just say to the gen
tleman on the other side of the aisle: 
You know the frustrations we have on 
this side of the aisle, whether it is 
Whitewater, whether it is bank scan
dals or post office or just getting infor
mation out. I would ask the gentleman 
to be temperate of that, and that is the 
only reason I stand up. 

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I am de
lighted that the gentleman is on the 
floor, being a very successful military 
person. 

Seven days after we came back now, 
you were in the military, and you 
know how long it takes the military to 
react on the planes and everything else 
to get the list, because everybody has 
got to sign off. Am I right? Before they 
do that? The gentleman knows. I mean, 
we are entitled to the information, but, 
for God's sakes, a week, you know how 
long it takes. I have been sitting on the 
Cammi ttee on Armed Services now for 
12 years, and to get information in a 
timely fashion is not very easy, be
cause different people have to sign off, 

and that is the only thing that I will 
say to the gentleman. 

I appreciate his comments. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 

say to the gentleman that I have been 
in the military, and I have done air-· 
craft lifts. Every time I went, they had 
to have a manifest that listed before 
we left on that trip, you could fax it in 
an hour, on who was on the plane. 

Mr. SISISKY. In reality, if the gen
tleman will yield further, in reality 
that is true; not in reality, but it 
should be true, but the gentleman 
knows what happens in this massive 
bureaucracy. I am not talking against 
the gentleman. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. All I am asking 
is the other side have a little-maybe 
you would call it sympathy or some
thing-for our frustrations on trying to 
get something, and not just this issue. 
This issue is not a big heartbeat. This 
is the whole way that the House runs 
its business, and I think this is just a 
symptom of that, and I think it is a 
symptom of the frustration that we are 
going through on this side. 

Mr. SISISKY. I get frustrated, too, at 
times, I say to the gentleman. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Let me 
make one real brief comment. When we 
contacted the White House and asked 
for this information, they did not say, 
"It will be forthcoming in a week, or 2 
days or 5 days or 20 days." They just 
said flat, "No. This is within the pur
view of the President of the United 
States, and we are not giving you that 
information." And that has been the 
attitude of this administration since 
they took office towards those of us in 
the minority. They will not give us any 
information that they do not want to. 

They are required to give it to our 
committee, as was done in the past, 
but that is the problem we have. They 
did not say, "Wait a week or 2 weeks or 
3 weeks and we will give it to you." 
They just said flatly, "We are not giv
ing it to you, because it is within the 
prerogative of the President." 
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I thought it was an appropriate thing 

for him to do. But on our side of the 
aisle the frustration is that there is a 
different standard being applied by 
your side of the aisle from our perspec
tive to this administration than was 
applied to the Bush and Reagan admin
istrations. That is my point. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Reclaiming my 
time, the only thing I would say is that 
we do not own the White House or the 
Senate and now the White House. So 
we have no recourse. So when we do 
ask, normally under the Bush adminis
tration we could ask it, but now we 
cannot. 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 
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Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that this 

controversy revolves around D-day be
cause I was one of those who went on 
the congressional delegation and the 
best part of it for me was hanging out 
with the Members of this House who 
served in World War II. The best speech 
I heard over there was not the written 
text of some excellent Presidential 
speechmakers, it was our fellow Mem
ber and lOlst Airborne paratrooper who 
spoke from his heart and his head, with 
no notes, at that little field outside of 
Ste. Marie Eglise, where we saw 41 
paratroopers, 50 years later, reenact 
that terrifying night drop into Nor
mandy. The oldest was 83 years old, 
and one of them still suffers from back 
pains because he had to let his main 
ram air chute and use his emergency 
chute. We watched him coming among 
the cars into the parking lot. It was an 
inspirational trip. 

Let us try to sort out the frustration 
of what we are trying to get our major
ity colleagues to do on getting this pa
perwork; not on this trip, but on heli
copters being used for golf course 
scouting expeditions, and all 
stonewalling that is coming from the 
White House. 

Today is one of those days in history 
that are important for a lot of reasons. 
BEN GILMAN, on our side of the aisle, 
was a crewman on a B-29. Today 50 
years ago was the first time B-29's flew 
out of China. Most people forget that 
because today was the day we first 
started the invasion of Saipan, 50 years 
ago. We had just taken Biak Island and 
held off the Japanese counterattack, at 
great loss of life. The Brits were taking 
it hard and finally turning the tide in 
Burma. Yesterday was the Battle of 
Karatan, beyond Ste. Marie Eglise, 
where untested units took tremendous 
casualties. Until this moment, nobody 
is going to mention that today. Nor
mandy was a battle that lasted 80 days. 
Every day is a 50th anniversary of Nor
mandy. 

But there is some suspicion that this 
was an attempt to raise in the polls 
one individual's ratings and there may 
have been excessive use of airplanes 
and personnel. 

Do you know that 50 percent of this 
Chamber has had military experience? 
Precisely 50 percent of the U.S. Senate 
has people with military experience. 
Do you know what the average is for 
the administration, the Clinton admin
istration? 13 percent. Do you know 
what the average is in the White House 
compound? 8 percent. 

Some of us are curious who the hun
dreds of people are who went, which in
cluded trips to Paris and a trip to Ox
ford to relive, on my behalf, some very 
bad memories of giving aid and com
fort during the height of the bloody 
cold war to an enemy in Moscow and 
Hanoi. 

Now let us face something: I know 
what the resistance is on the other side 

of the aisle. Not a single Republican 
Senator or House Member had any
thing to do with Watergate, and yet we 
lost 47 seats, 37 incumbents, 2 sopho
mores and 8 freshmen out of this 
Chamber, because Nixon covered up, or 
his staff did, and he ran it. 

I know what you are afraid of, you 
are afraid of the truth, and we are 
going to go after it until we get the 
truth because we have a right to know 
what is going on in a White House that 
may, may turn out to be the most dis
combobulated, if not corrupt, White 
House that this Nation has seen in 218 
years. 

Stop the resistance, you will lose, 
and maybe like 1974 totally innocent 
freshmen and sophomores on your side 
of the Chamber will be pulled down be
cause of the shenanigans in the White 
House the way Nixon wrecked our 
party, never to have seen a majority 
chairman in this House ever again be
cause of the way they covered up. Do 
not be part of a coverup. Yes, it will 
bring you some pain. Seek the truth. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORNAN. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I want to point out one more thing 
on Mr. HOYER's list here. Under sub
paragraph 1 it says, ''This figure does 
not include aircraft necessary to trans
port security and communications 
equipment. For national security rea
sons, the number of such planes is 
never released." 

So we know that these 29 planes does 
not include the entire armada that 
went over there; there might have been 
6 or 7 more planes that went on ahead. 

So we are talking about maybe 36 or 
37 planes instead of the 29. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORNAN. I would be glad to 
yield to the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

.Mr. Chairman, to that extent I pre
sume the gentleman would agree that 
that would apply as well to President 
Reagan's trip as it did to President 
Clinton's trip. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes, I pre
sume that is the case. I just wanted to 
clarify that. 

Mr. DORNAN. Reclaiming my time, I 
do so to tell my colleagues and the 
American people something that was 
not Reagan or Bush's or Carter's fault 
but something I told President Bush on 
a short trip from Chicago to here. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DOR
NAN] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DORNAN 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, I went 
into that conference room on Air Force 

I-and there are two of them-and I 
said to President Bush, "Mr. President, 
this airplane is excessive." The cold 
war was just ending. I said, "This is ex
cessive." And then when I saw on the 
ramp in Rome 2 giant Air Force I's, 
747's, I knew I was correct in telling 
Bush that that airplane was excessive. 
We should have one for overseas trips 
only. We should sell off the second one. 
The cold war is over. We do not need 
four or five big Boeing 747E--4's tied 
down for the White House, particularly 
for trips that are not intercontinental. 
I will stand by that. 

And if we take the White House back 
in 1996, I will still maintain that with 
Gulfstreams and with available 767's 
and 757's and other types of airplanes, 
it is excessive to fly around hundreds 
of people on two gigantic 747's. It is 
also wrong to pluck flags out of the 
ground at Nettuno and-you know 
what we did, Sonny, we laid flowers at 
those graves. We did not plant phony 
crosses on the beach at Omaha with 
the U.S.S. San Jacinto, named after 
George Bush's carrier, in the back
ground. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, we have had a lot of 
debate, none of which has been on this 
amendment. None. This amendment 
cuts $15 million from the ability of the 
White House to conduct its business. 
None of the expenses are paid out of 
this fund, none. This is, as the last 
amendment, ladies and gentlemen, a 
serious amendment. Think about what 
you are doing in the name of trying to 
make political points. 

Could a majority party, as we are 
now, with a Republican President, as 
was the case from 1981 to 1992, deci
mate the White House budget because 
we disagreed with their policies? We 
disagreed with Deavers' White House 
pass. We disagreed with Sununu's visits 
to the dentist. Could a majority party 
decimate the person elected by the peo
ple of this country to be the Chief Ex
ecutive? That is the issue here because 
this money does not deal with the pay
ment of any airplanes. This is a serious 
issue of the comity between executive 
and legislative branches of Govern
ment. This is a serious issue as to 
whether or not we have the courage 
and the honesty to say that when we 
say we will defend and preserve the 
Constitution of the United States, it 
also means, as I did for the 111/2 years 
that I served under Republican Presi
dents in this House, that I was pre
pared and committed to allowing them 
to fund their constitutional respon
sibilities as they saw fit and, if I dis
agreed with that, to go to the Amer
ican public and say they are spending 
excessively, they do not need this. 

I do not say there is never an in
stance when we should cut. In fact, as 
all of you know, we have cut $44 mil
lion from the President's request. I do 
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not like to do that, but we are in tight 
times. But I suggest to you this is a 
larger issue, this $15 million out of $38 
million, about a 40-percent cut in the 
White House Office of Administration. 

This amendment ought to fail. 
0 1400 

Yes, it served as an opportunity to 
debate issues that some may think are 
politically embarrassing to the White 
House, and they well may be. I think in 
this instance the substance of the de
bate is inaccurate; there is no embar
rassment here. But, having said that, I 
understand it was a vehicle for debate. 
But I would ask my friends on the 
other side of the aisle, who have held 
the Presidency for longer than my 
party has in the last 40 years, to think 
about what this amendment does, 
think about how we can fiscally deci
mate the ability of the Executive Of
fice to operate. 

I ask most respectfully that we 
unanimously either withdraw this 
amendment, which does not relate to 
these expenditures, or vote against it. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, would the gentleman yield brief
ly? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I think that I will concur on one 
point, and that is that due to the fact 
that the President ordered these planes 
and they came out in large part of the 
Defense Department budget, and let me 
just finish because I am willing to 
withdraw the amendment and sub
stitute amendment No. 3 which would 
only cut $5 million and then go 
straight to a vote on that because I 
think that is a more reasonable cut 
than the $15 million since it is all com
ing out of the White House-

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I think 
that the gentleman does not speak of 
the character of the amendment. He 
speaks only of its amount, and I will 
not agree with any cuts for exactly the 
principle that I discussed. And so that 
everybody understands, that was my 
position under President Reagan and 
President Bush. I have not changed my 
position. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Just a question, Mr. 
Chairman; I guess I ended up a little 
confused. 

The gentleman said he cut $44 mil
lion from the budget, and that is not a 
constitutional crisis, but, if the gen
tleman from Indiana wants to cut $15 
million more from the budget, that be
comes a constitutional crisis. 

Mr. HOYER. That was from the en
tire Executive Office of the President, 
as I explained. The Office of Adminis
tration is included in that. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maryland has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HOYER 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, we did 
this, as I pointed out, because of the 
very tight fiscal times. I discussed this 
with the White House and told them 
that we were going to do this because 
of what we were doing with every other 
agency, not because I thought we 
ought to cut them, as I expressed to 
my committee members, but because I 
thought that they ought to be in the 
same position. 

The gentleman, I think, will admit 
this $15 million cut has nothing to do 
with the expenditures about which he 
is eoncerned. This does not pay for the 
airplanes; it does not pay for the trips. 
It pays for the ability to run the White 
House. 

Now while we have constrained them 
by $2.9 million, which is 1994 levels, the 
fact is that this cut of 40 percent, deci
mates their ability to run a coequal 
branch of Government. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] 
has expired. 

(On request of Mr. WALKER and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. HOYER was al
lowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. WALKER. Just to clarify: 
So, if the gentleman from Indiana 

was offering a $2.9 million amendment, 
that would be a reasonable kind of 
amendment rather than the $15 million 
because the gentleman has already cut 
that amount. But the gentleman may 
not agree with it, but that would be a 
reasonable kind of discussion to have 
on the floor about cuts in the White 
House budget. 

Mr. HOYER. I would say to my friend 
that he is a very able debater, but that 
is not what I am saying at all, and let 
me tell the gentleman why I am saying 
that. 

The gentleman's purpose in offering 
this amendment is not fiscal respon
sibility. It is not to say that we are 
spending $15 million too much at the 
White House office. I do not think he 
believes that. I hope he does not be
lieve that. And that has not been at 
any juncture discussed in this debate. 
He is doing it to make a point. He is 
doing it to make a political statement 
and, perhaps, a substantive statement 
as well, but he is not doing it because 
he wants to save money. He wants to 
make a point. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman, I 
think, is characterizing the gen
tleman--

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, 
my point is that, if we on this side had 
done that during the 12 years that we 
vigorously disagreed with many of the 
policies of the White House and simply 
said, well, cut $15 million because we 
disagreed with, for instance, Mr. 

Sununu's trips to the dentist and deci
mated the ability of the White House 
to operate, I would have voted against 
that, and I think the gentleman knows 
I would have. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that perhaps 
missing from this debate is some per
spective that does not talk about the 
rights of the White House or the rights 
of Congress, but the rights of the pub
lic to know certain information. I rise, 
not in support of the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BURTON], but in total agreement 
with the princij)le which is behind it, 
which is talking about the disclosure, 
the difficulty that we Republicans 
have, members of the press have, and 
members of the public have, in getting 
straight answers and straight informa
tion out of the White House, and the 
purpose, I believe, of Mr. BURTON'S 
amendment is not to decide, without 
having the information, whether the 
expenditure for the D-day commemora
tion was proper or improper, but to 
make sure that the information comes 
forward so that a clear decision can be 
made as to whether it was proper or 
improper. And certainly, looking at the 
information that we have been pro
vided so far, and it is not complete, but 
the information that has been provided 
so far seems to indicate that the bulk 
of the persons who were transported 
overseas were parts of paratroop com
memorations and military bands, and 
they were military personnel that were 
transported to be engaged in the f es
ti vi ties and the commemorations of a 
very crucial chapter in the history of 
the planet. And we may disagree or 
agree with that, but I do not think that 
that should be a partisan issue of how 
many people that are in the service, or 
former members of the service, would 
take part in those important cere
monies. But at the same time this de
bate has centered over a very troubling 
issue. The White House does not want 
to release simple, accurate, timely in
formation to us as members of Con
gress, but it also denies the taxpayers 
their right to know. 

The chairman of the subcommittee 
with whom I serve knows that I am not 
speaking out of partisan fervor. If I 
were here to make a partisan state
ment, I would have voted for the last 
amendment. It is not a matter of pun
ishing the White House. 

As a freshman, I do not have to be 
held accountable for whether I did or 
did not support certain things that 
were done in the White House under 
the Reagan or the Bush administra
tion, and it really does not matter, and 
we should not be here discussing, well, 
it is OK because we did this under some 
other President. The people of America 
do not want that to be the basis for 
making our decisions. The people want 
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us to be basing upon it as a prudent ex
penditure of the taxpayers' money and 
are we being forthright in those disclo
sures. 

That is why we have things that I 
think we should be dealing with, tell
ing the White House that salaries 
ought to be disclosed, telling the White 
House that travel and reimbursement 
for it ought to be disclosed, that 
whether people have proper security 
clearance at the White House to do 
their work, that ought to be disclosed. 
We had things, such as in our sub
committee the White House told us 
that the health care task force 
consumed about 300-and-some-odd 
thousand dollars of the taxpayers' 
money, · and now media reports are say
ing it may have been $20 million. 
Which was it? Do we have a right to 
know? 

Mr. Chairman, the answer is yes. So, 
although because of the information 
that is coming up so far about who paid 
the money and what it was used for on 
the Normandy activities, I do not sup
port the particulars of the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BURTON], but I totally support the 
principle that my colleague from Indi
ana is pushing, the right of the people 
to know and the obligation that we 
hold accountable those in the White 
House just as we ourselves should be 
held accountable. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, we have had a rather 
curious debate on this matter. We have 
heard a lot of complaints from my col
leagues on that side of the aisle about 
the fact that the President went to 
France to join in the international 
celebration of the 50th Anniversary of 
D-day. What he did was no different 
than what President Reagan did 10 
years ago to celebrate the 40th anniver
sary, and it was no different than what 
the heads of state of any Nation that 
was involved in that particular inva
sion did. In fact, the prime minister of 
every European country involved in 
the Allied effort went there. 
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And they were there to celebrate a 

great event in the history of this 
world, one which led to 50 years of free
dom and relative tranquility in the 
world. It was, even in the words of Joe 
Stalin, "a great and defining event," 
and heaven knows he was no particular 
friend of the West. 

As I looked about me, I saw several 
of my colleagues who were on this trip, 
some on this side, who attended with 
the President of the United States, and 
they were unanimously agreed that 
this was a very important trip and a 
very important event. They also agreed 

· that it was appropriate that the United 
States should send its President on the 
50th anniversary, as we did the 40th. 

I have also heard discussion about 
not being able to obtain information 
from the White House, but I do not 
think that is the real issue here, and I 
do not think that is really at stake, 
from the way the amendment was of
fered and the arguments that I have 
heard. 

The trip to Normandy was a great 
event, and it celebrated an even great
er event. We honored thousands of 
Americans, British, French, and Cana
dians who at the risk of their lives-
and many of them gave their lives, and 
hundreds and thousands of them were 
seriously injured-embarked on a great 
crusade led by another great American 
who later became a Republican Presi
dent of the United States. 

To recognize that we must honor 
those great men and women who served 
in our Armed Forces and suffered and 
died at Normandy is very important, 
and to do it with dignity and reverence 
and remembrance is also important. 
The history of this country is the his
tory of great men and great women 
who have suffered, served, and sac
rificed, and the history of that war is a 
great part of the history of this Nation. 

Americans from all parts of this 
country fertilized beaches of Normandy 
and its waters with their blood, and 
they enriched the history of the world, 
and they gave freedom to Americans 
and people of every other race with 
their sacrifice. Only by honoring them 
and remembering what they did and 
why they did it can this country carry 
forward its great traditions, and only 
in that way can we avoid the kind of 
perils we found ourselves thrust into in 
1939 and on December 7 of 1941. 

I would urge my colleagues not to de
mean that day, not to demean those 
men and women, not to demean this 
country or our ideals or our history by 
making this a partisan show in which 
we attack the White House, because 
the President went over and partici
pated in a great international event 
with the leaders of every other nation 
of the Free World. 

What would we have said about the 
United States had the Pr.3sident of the 
United States not gone to the 40th an
niversary in 1984? And what would have 
been said had President Clinton not 
gone in 1994? The comments would 
have been " Shame. " 

I say to my colleagues that it does 
great shame to those Americans who 
served there, to those great Americans 
who died and who suffered there, for us 
to debate that. It is beyond question 
that the President of the United States 
should have been there, and that Amer
icans should have been there , and that 
a delegation from the Congress of the 
United States, House and Senate, 
Democrats and Republicans, should 
have been there to join in honoring not 
only a great event but great Americans 
and great human beings of other na
tionalities. Let us not demean this 

body and this debate by seeking to 
whimsically cut the White House budg
et on this kind of a pretense. 

Let us understand that the President 
needs an adequate budget to conduct 
his affairs. This party has been in con
trol of the Congress for years. We have 
always seen to it that Republican 
Presidents who have occupied the 
White House a majority of the time 
have had the resources and the funds 
they need to do their job. Let us not 
convert that type of history to cheap 
partisanship. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent to with
draw my amendment, and I will sub
stitute my amendment No. 3. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BURTON OF 

INDIANA 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I now offer amendment number 3. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BURTON of Indi

ana: Page 23, line 2, strike "$38,754,000" and 
insert "$33,754,000". 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I want to make this very brief be
cause this has been a very prolonged 
debate. · 

I would like to start off by saying 
that we all believe the President 
should have gone to Normandy, and we 
all believe that Members of Congress 
who served in the invasion of Nor
mandy should have gone as well to 
show our respect and admiration for 
those who sacrificed so valiantly on 
the beaches of Normandy and in Eu
rope during the war. 

We do believe we have had a terrible 
time getting a manifest of the aircraft 
that went and a manifest of the people 
who attended these events and these 
celebrations over there. We still do not 
have it. We have a rough outline, but 
we do not have the information the 
Congress requested, and for that reason 
we are trying to send a message to the 
White House that "If you do not re
spond with openness, as you promised 
during the campaign, then there will be 
some kind of penalty inflicted upon 
you by the Congress because it is our 
responsibility to oversee the expendi
tures of the entire Government, includ
ing the executive branch.'' 

So for that reason, Mr. Chairman, I 
have . offered this third amendment 
which would cut $5 million from the 
White House budget to send a signal to 
President Clinton and the White House 
that they are to respond to us, the peo
ple who manage the people's money, 
about their expenditures, and if they 
do that in a timely fashion, they will 
have no more problems with this Mem
ber. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise briefly, as I said 
I would, to oppose this amendment as 
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well. The amendment is different in 
amount only, not in character. 

The $5 million suggested to be cut by 
the gentleman from Indiana does not 
relate to the expenditures of which he 
complains. It is, as he says, to send a 
message. My side of the aisle, I do not 
believe, did that in the last 11112 years 
that I served during Republican admin
istrations, and I do not think it is ap
propriate to do so, for the reasons I 
stated before. 

I would hope that, as much as we 
want to send messages-and we send 
them all the time to each other and to 
the President-we would not accept 
this amendment. I concur with the gen
tleman from Oklahoma and the gen
tleman from Indiana, and I believe I 
have cooperated with our minority 
Members. Information that I deem ap
propriate, information that the 
Reagan-Bush White House or other 
White Houses of either party have pro
vided, ought to be provided by this 
White House, and I will work toward 
that end. I will work with Members to 
ensure that objective, because I think 
that is appropriate and consistent with 
the responsibility we have to the peo
ple we represent. 

But there is a larger issue of under
mmmg the ability of this coequal 
branch of government to carry out its 
constitutional functions. I hope that 
this amendment would be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 147, noes, 
287, not voting 5, as follows: 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett (MD) 

(MD) 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
De Lay 

[Roll No. 237) 
AYES-147 

Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 

Hoke 
Horn 
Huffington 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Jacobs 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kyl 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 

McCrery 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKean 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Paxon 
Penny 
Petri 
Pombo 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Ramstad 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 

Ravenel 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Leh tin en 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 

NOES-287 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hamburg 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hoch brueckner 
Holden 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jbhnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 

Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Norton <DC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 

Quinn 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 

Dickey 
Reynolds 

Sharp 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter. 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (MI) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thurman 

NOT VOTING-5 
Thornton 
Washington 

D 1437 

Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Wilson 

Messrs. SWETT, FALEOMAVAEGA, 
and BECERRA changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Mr. HOBSON changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BARTLE'IT OF 

MARYLAND 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amend~ent offered by Mr. BARTLETT of 

Maryland;. Page 23, line 2, insert after the pe
riod the rpnowing: 

The amount otherwise provided under this 
heading is hereby further reduced by 
$13,129.66. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, this is not a partisan 
amendment. All of us in government 
are affected when trips like this heli
copt~r golfing trip occur. My amend
ment today does not have anything to 
do with recovering the cost ·of last 
months' helicopter flight to a golf 
course in my district. Mr. Chairman, 
this is purely a symbolic amendment. 
It gives the House an opportunity to 
ma:ke a statement that we requested 
the White House, please release the rel
evant information that we have asked 
for. If and when that information is re
leased, we will ask the conference com
mittee to reinstate the $13,129.66, which 
is what the White House says was the 
cost of this helicopter golfing trip. 

Mr. Chairman, we know that was not 
the full cost, because it does not in
clude the cost of two crash wagons 
from the fire department at Fort 
Dietrich to go out when the helicopter 
landed and when the helicopter took 
off. 

This amendment is about Congress' 
legitimate oversight responsibility and 
the willingness or the unwillingness of 
the White House to cooperate. This 
amendment is an opportunity for us in 
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the House to go on record that we be
lieve there should be full disclosure of 
the use of the Presidential helicopters. 

Since I attracted attention to the 
photograph of the Presidential heli
copter sitting on a nearby golf course, 
I have sent the White House three sepa
rate written requests for the flight logs 
and manifests of all of the helicopters 
in the Marine squadron that supports 
the President, and any flights they 
might have taken where White House 
staff was involved. I have not received 
a single response from these requests. 
There is to date no indication that 
they intend to honor them. 

Mr. Chairman, the White House did 
release a sanitized list of staff flights 
of the White House Presidential heli
copters, but this list was so incomplete 
that the now famous golf course flight 
was simply listed as a flight from Ana
costia to Camp David. There was no in
dication that they stopped off at Holly 
Hills to play golf on the way back. If 
Members did not already know that the 
flight went to the Holly Hills Country 
Club, Members would have no idea that 
the helicopter landed there. 

Mr. Chairman, we have also had a 
second response, but again, not to us. 
This response was through the Sub
committee on Treasury-Postal Serv
ice-General Government of the Com
mittee on Appropriations. We are very 
indebted to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. HOYER] for providing this in
formation, but again, Mr. Chairman, 
this was simply slightly expanded in
formation on the 12 flights that they 
had previously released through the 
press. 

By the way, Mr. Chairman, we got 
the first one, not sent to us. We got it 
from the Los Angeles Times. They 
faxed it to us. This second list is con
tradictory. There are errors in it, and 
there are omissions in it. Mr. Chair
man, we have not asked for any infor
mation on Presidential flights, only 
flights that the President was not on 
that included White House staff. Mr. 
Chairman, we are not trying to set a 
precedent. Similar information was 
asked for relative to the Sununu 
flights and use of automobiles. We 
want the kind of response from the 
White House that the conference got 
when they asked for that information. 

By the way, Mr. Chairman, when that 
information was released on the 
Sununu flights, there was information 
brought to light that the White House 
was not aware of. We continue to press 
our demands for full release of this in
formation. We believe that the stigma 
of this that now rests on the executive 
branch and also on the Congress will 
not be erased from the American peo
ple without this full disclosure. 

Mr. Chairman, we ask that Members 
please join us in this bipartisan effort 
to ask the White House to please re
lease this information so that we can 
move on, so that the American people 

can have their questions answered 
about the use of White House heli
copters. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask that the 
House and my colleagues reject the 
amendment that was offered by the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. BART
LETT]. It is duplicative, and existing 
law covers the incident that the gen
tleman refers to. Existing law pre
cludes the use of military aircraft for 
travel that is not related to the per
formance of official or reimbursable 
du ties. Further, the sole purpose of the 
amendment is to attempt to embarrass 
the President over an incident concern
ing the use of the helicopter 2 weeks 
ago. 

I would point out, Mr. Chairman, 
that the individual involved was dis
ciplined. Since then, Mr. Watkins has 
resigned and agreed to reimburse the 
Government for the actual cost, which 
exceeds the amount of DOD reimburse
ment policy. The White House has also 
instituted a new policy requiring the 
Chief of Staff or counsel to the Presi
dent to approve use of helicopters. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the White 
House has disclosed all other use of 
helicopters other than that by the 
President or Vice President, which 
demonstrates that there has been no 
other questionable use of helicopters in 
this administration. 

This amendment should be rejected. 
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in support of the amendment. I 
think it gets to the same point as the 
one that I wanted to offer regarding 
abuse of military aircraft. I would sim
ply urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. BARTLETT]. . 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

I rise in opposition to this amend
ment, Mr. Chairman. Obviously, as my 
colleague, the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. BARTLETT], said, this is a 
symbolic amendment. It is a $13,129.66 
cut. The issue here is not the dollars, 
but the dollars are important. 

Mr. Chairman, let me state that Mr. 
Watkin's act was against the law. The 
money has been repaid. It was wrong. 
It should not have happened. David 
Watkins has lost his job. I think that 
was appropriate. 

Mr. Chairman, having said that, 
again, this amendment does not deal 
substantively, it is a symbolic amend
ment. Again, I stress that the money 
has been repaid. This is another in
stance where, to send a message, we 
cut the Administrative Office of the 
White House, which does not pay for 
this expense. 

Mr. Chairman, on May 31, by memo
randum of Mack McLarty, it has been 
made very clear that, from this day 
forward, all requests for the use of De
partment of Defense aircraft on a non-

reimbursable basis will requite the ap
proval of the Chief of Staff or Deputy 
Chief of Staff. Furthermore, if it is the 
Chief of Staff or the Deputy Chief of 
Staff that happens to be flying, there 
must be approval of the Counsel's of
fice, or the Deputy White House Coun
sel. 

All requests shall be sent to appro
priate approving authority through the 
Office of Management and Administra
tion, so procedurally, the White House 
believes that misuse of military heli
copters was wrong, it was contrary to 
policy, and they have made it very 
clear that this is not policy. Also, as I 
say, the gentleman involved has been 
removed from his job. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, I concur completely that 
this is a symbolic amendment. The 
funds for the use of the helicopter 
would not have been paid through 
White House funds, we understand 
that. It comes through the Department 
of Defense. 

This is a symbolic amendment. By 
voting for this amendment, the sym
bolism is that we are sending a mes
sage to the White House: "Please re
lease the information so this cloud 
over government, of which we are a 
part, can be removed." 

We agree with the gentleman that 
the flight in question was an inappro
priate flight. This is a picture certainly 
worth at least a thousand words. What 
we want now to do is to clear the slate 
so we can move on. This will remain an 
issue that will continue to embarrass 
the White House and embarrass those 
on the gentleman's side of the aisle 
until this information is released. 

Mr. Chairman, when the information 
is released, we will ask the conference 
committee to reinstate the $13,129.66. 
The money is not the issue. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, we do not need the sym
bolism. The message has been received. 
Mr. Watkins lost his job over this. 
Why? Because the White House con
cluded, correctly, in my opinion, that 
this was absolutely inappropriate. 

0 1450 

Second, Mr. Watkins, first reluc
tantly, I am not sure why, he should 
not have been, was ordered to and has 
in fact reimbursed the $13,129.66. Fur
thermore, there is no stain on the 
White House. Something happened that 
was wrong. It has now been corrected. 

Furthermore, as the gentleman 
knows, I have gone over with him the 
manifests that I requested so that I 
could go over with the gentleman as 
chairman of the committee what they 
submitted to the committee. As the 
gentleman knows, some of this is clas
sified information. We went over that 
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with the gentleman. There were 12 
trips and on all but this one the record 
set forth, to this Member's satisfac
tion, legitimate purposes. I agree with 
the gentleman absolutely that this last 
trip on May 24 had no legitimate pur
pose, and the individual who per
petrated that and decided to do that 
has paid the price. So we have sent the 
message. 

Furthermore, let me say just by way 
of example, John Sununu reportedly 
took more than 70 trips costing 
$600,000, not $13,129. Of that cost, $35,000 
was in fact reimbursed by political or
ganizations and Sununu personally 
paid $892 back. We did not have an 
amendment that was symbolic on the 
floor with reference to those travels. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HOYER 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to my friend, the 
gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, the gentleman made an im
portant point, and that is that those 
records were released. That is how we 
know how much money was involved. 

Mr. HOYER. No, sir. 
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. The 

records ·were released, and that is how 
we know how much money was in
volved in it. 

Mr. HOYER. No, sir. 
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Our re

quest was a very simple request. It is a 
symbolic amendment. Vote for the 
amendment. It tells the White House, 
"Please release the information." Our 
committee has a legitimate oversight 
authority. This is an appropriations 
bill. This is the only kind of language 
that we can put in the bill and have the 
amendment made in order, so I think 
everyone understands the intent of the 
amendment. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, 
the gentleman was incorrect. It does 
not prove the gentleman's point that 
the White House released the informa
tion. In fact, that White House was 
subjected to, just as this White House 
is subjected to, a GAO audit of the 
trips that are taken, and the Sununu 
information came from this audit, just 
as the audit that they are now under
taking, or will undertake at the end of 
this year, will reflect similar informa
tion. But the gentleman is incorrect to 
conclude that this information came 
from that released by the White House. 
It came from the GAO audit which has 
seven pages, not one golf trip, but 
seven pages of Mr. Sununu's trips. And 
we did not symbolically cut money. 

Did we criticize it? We did. Did we 
make a political point of it? We did, be
cause we thought it was embarrassing. 
And we did the same thing the gen-

tleman is doing, but we did not come 
on this floor and cut $13,120 or $15 or 
$2.85 for symbolism. We did not do that 
because we did not think that was the 
way to do it. 

The way to do it is to go to the 
American people, as the gentleman has 
done, on talk shows and in the news
papers. The White House was properly 
embarrassed by this incident. It was 
wrong. Watkins has been fired. Wat
kins has paid back the money. 

This incident, however, is one where 
we have a clearly delineated policy. 
The information that the gentleman 
wants to get by this amendment I have 
shown the gentleman. The gentleman 
then says, "Well, how do I know this is 
all of the information?" 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] 
has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HOYER 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. HOYER. How do I know this is 
all of the information? 

Well, I suppose we never know unless 
we subpoena every record that the Air 
Force and the Marine Corps and the 
Army have. Then if we review all of 
their records, which of course would 
fill up this building, I presume then we 
can conclude that no, there is no other 
information other than what has been 
submitted. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. The gen
tleman will admit there was an error 
and an inconsistency in the record that 
he released to us, and we have thanked 
him previously in an exchange for his 
efforts in this. 

Mr. HOYER. That is correct. 
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Our re

quest remains a very simple and legiti
mate request that as yet has not been 
honored. The two sources of informa
tion coming indirectly to us were not a 
response to our request that the White 
House release to us all of this pertinent 
information so that a judgment can be 
made to put this issue behind us. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, I 
understand that the gentleman appar
ently wan ts to be personally handed 
this information. The information has 
been given to the committee that, as I 
say, has jurisdiction, which is why the 
gentleman is offering this amendment. 
I have gone over it in my office for 
about an hour with the gentleman be
cause I believe the gentleman is cor
rect, the gentleman has a right to 
know. We have made that information 
available. As the gentleman also 
knows, there is some classified inf or
ma tion in the compendium. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the House 
to reject this amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. BARTLETT]. 

The question was taken; and the 
chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 195, noes 236, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 238) 

AYES-195 
Allard Goodlatte Miller (FL) 
Archer Goodling Molinari 
Armey Goss Moorhead 
Bachus (AL) Grams Morella 
Baker (CA) Grandy Myers 
Baker (LA) Greenwood Nussle 
Ballenger Gunderson Oxley 
Barca Hall(TX) Packard 
Barcia Hamilton Paxon 
Barrett (NE) Hancock Petri 
Barrett (WI) Hansen Pombo 
Bartlett (MD) Harman Porter 
Barton Hastert Portman 
Bateman Hefley Po shard 
Bentley Herger Pryce (OH) 
Bereuter Hoagland Quillen 
Bilirakis Hobson Ramstad 
Bliley Hoekstra Ravenel 
Blute Hoke Regula 
Boehlert Horn Ridge 
Boehner Huffington Roberts 
Bonilla Hunter Roemer 
Bunning Hutto Rogers 
Burton Hyde Rohrabacher 
Buyer Inglis Ros-Lehtinen 
Callahan Inhofe Roth 
Calvert Istook Roukema 
Camp Johnson (CT) Royce 
Canady Johnson, Sam Santorum 
Castle Kasi ch Saxton 
Clinger Kil dee Schaefer 
Coble Kim Schiff 
Collins (GA) King Sensenbrenner 
Combest Kingston Shaw 
Cox Klug Shays 
Crane Knollenberg Shuster 
Crapo Kolbe Skeen 
Cunningham Kyl Slattery 
De Lay Lazio Smith (Ml) 
Diaz-Balart Leach Smith (NJ) 
Doolittle Levy Smith (OR) 
Dornan Lewis (CA) Smith (TX) 
Dreier Lewis (FL) Sn owe 
Duncan Lewis (KY) Solomon 
Dunn Lightfoot Spence 
Ehlers Linder Stearns 
Emerson Livingston Stump 
Everett Lucas Sundquist 
Ewing Machtley Talent 
Fawell Maloney Taylor (MS) 
Fields (TX) Manzullo Taylor (NC) 
Fingerhut McCandless Thomas (CA) 
Fish McColl um Thomas (WY) 
Fowler McCrery Thurman 
Franks (CT) Mccurdy Torkildsen 
Franks (NJ) McDade Upton 
Furse McHale Vucanovich 
Gallegly McHugh Walker 
Gallo Mclnnis Walsh 
Gekas McKeon Weldon 
Gilchrest McMillan Wolf 
Gillmor Meehan Young (AK) 
Gilman Meyers Young (FL) 
Gingrich Mica Zeliff 
Glickman Michel Zimmer 

NOES-236 
Abercrombie Barlow Boni or 
Ackerman Becerra Borski 
Andrews (ME) Beilenson Boucher 
Andrews (NJ) Berman Brewster 
Andrews (TX) Bevill Browder 
Applegate Bil bray Brown (CA) 
Bacchus (FL) Bishop Brown (FL) 
Baesler Blackwell Brown (OH) 
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Bryant Hughes Peterson (MN) 
Byrne Ins lee Pickett 
Cantwell Jacobs Pickle 
Cardin Jefferson Pomeroy 
Carr Johnson (GA) Price (NC) 
Chapman Johnson (SD) Quinn 
Clay Johnson, E . B. Rahall 
Clayton Johnston Rangel 
Clement Kanjorski Reed 
Clyburn Kaptur Richardson 
Coleman Kennedy Romero-Barcelo 
Collins (IL) Kennelly (PR) 
Collins (Ml) Kleczka Rose 
Condit Klein Rostenkowski 
Conyers Klink Rowland 
Cooper Kopetski Roybal-Allard 
Coppersmith Kreidler Rush 
Costello LaFalce Sabo 
Coyne Lambert Sanders 
Cramer Lancaster Sangmeister 
Danner Lantos Sarpalius 
Darden LaRocco Sawyer 
de la Garza Laughlin Schenk 
de Lugo (VI) Lehman Schroeder 
Deal Levin Schumer 
De Fazio Lewis (GA) Scott 
DeLauro Lipinski Serrano 
Dellums Lloyd Sharp 
Derrick Long Shepherd 
Deutsch Mann Sisisky 
Dicks Manton Skaggs · 
Dingell Margolies- Skelton 
Dixon Mezvinsky Slaughter 
Dooley Markey Smith (IA) 
Durbin Martinez Spratt 
Edwards (CA) Matsui Stark 
Edwards (TX) Mazzoli Stenholm 
Engel Mccloskey Stokes 
English McDermott Strickland 
Eshoo McKinney Studds 
Evans McNulty Stupak 
Faleomavaega Meek Swett 

(AS) Menendez Swift 
Farr Mfume Synar 
Fazio Miller (CA) Tanner 
Fields (LA) Mineta Tauzin 
Fllner Minge Tejeda 
Flake Mink Thompson 
Foglietta Moakley Torres 
Ford (Ml) Mollohan Torricelli 
Ford (TN) Montgomery Towns 
Frank (MA) Moran Traficant 
Frost Murphy Tucker 
Gejdenson Murtha Underwood (GU) 
Gephardt Nadler Unsoeld 
Geren Neal (MA) Valentine 
Gibbons Neal (NC) Velazquez 
Gonzalez Norton (DC) Vento 
Gordon Oberstar Visclosky 
Green Obey Volkmer 
Gutierrez Olver Waters 
Hall(OH) Ortiz Watt 
Hamburg Orton Waxman 
Hastings Owens Wheat 
Hayes Pallone Whitten 
Hefner Parker Williams 
Hilliard Pastor Wise 
Hinchey Payne (NJ) Woolsey 
Hochbrueckner Payne (VA) Wyden 
Holden . Pelosi Wynn 
Houghton Penny Yates 
Hoyer Peterson (FL) 

NOT VOTING-8 

Brooks Lowey Washington 
Dickey Reynolds Wilson 
Hutchinson Thornton 

D 1515 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HEFLEY 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I of
fered an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HEFLEY: Page 

28, after line 4, insert the following: 

REDUCTION OF FUNDS 

Each amount appropriated or otherwise 
made available by this title (other than 
under the heading " Office of National Drug 

Control Policy" or "Federal Drug Control 
Programs") that is not required to be appro
priated or otherwise made available by a pro
vision of law is hereby reduced by 5 percent. 

Mr. HEFLEY (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I do not 

want to prolong this debate. We have 
said almost everything that could be 
said on the various kinds of cu ts for 
the White House. 

What my amendment would do is to 
cut 5 percent from the budget of the 
Executive Office of the President. I 
have excluded the Office of National 
Drug Control Policy and the Federal 
Drug Control Programs, with this cut. 
Some hours ago we had the Goss 
amendment, which was a 20-percent 
cut. If we feel that doing that, asking 
the President to face up to the prom
ises he made about the cuts as to what 
he was going to do in his White House, 
if we feel that is too draconian, then 
this would ease into that. I am a little 
disturbed; I think the arguments we 
have had here this afternoon seem to 
say that for us to even consider cuts in 
the Executive Office of the White 
House should somehow be out of 
bounds, that we should not consider 
that, because if we are serious about 
cutting the way the Government 
spends money and reducing that 
amount of money that we spend, then 
there can be no account that is com
pletely sacred and out of bounds. We 
have to look at everything in our role 
of accountability. 

So let me explain why I am offering 
this cut. When Bill Clinton was elected 
President, he sent a message to the 
Congress and to the American people. 
He promised cu ts in his staff by 25 per
cent, cuts in his budget by 10 percent, 
and he called on Congress to follow his 
lead. We have heard a lot of talk this 
afternoon that, after all, this is at the 
1994 level. But that is not what he said 
he would do. He said he would cut 10 
percent. If we want to balance the 
budget, we cannot deal with what the 
present levels are, we have to find 
places to cut beyond present levels. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HEFLEY. I yield to the gen
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman men
tioned 1994 levels. This account is $270 
million, it is $28 million less than last 
year. 

Mr. HEFLEY. I thank the gentleman. 
But over and over this afternoon we 
have talked in terms of the 1994 levels. 
I understand what the gentleman 
means. 

In the last year and a half the mes
sage sent by the actions of the Clintons 
differs completely from the promises 
made just a short time ago. Most of the 
so-called personnel cuts that took 
place actually occurred outside the 
White House. 

D 1520 
Moreover, Mr. Chairman, I remain 

troubled over the spate of lapses that 
seem to plague the White House. For 
instance, and many of my colleagues 
have pointed out correctly this after
noon, there have been reports of politi
cal consultants and private advisers 
being granted privileged access to the 
White House. There have also been un
precedented delays in submitting the 
standard paperwork necessary for issu
ing permanent White House passes to 
employees. Mr. Chairman, there have 
even been disturbing reports that 
maybe the reason this has not hap
pened is, because of some kind of 
criminal records here, they could not 
pass. We do not know if that is true or 
not. We simply do not have the infor
mation as to whether it is. 

But I think the most blatant lapse of 
ethical judgment occurred back in Feb
ruary of this year. The White House 
designated Clinton's trip to Chicago as 
an official function. However most of 
the press reports, and I think most peo
ple accept this fact, that it was a cam
paign trip, so there is a concern that 
President Clinton may have used offi
cial travel funds for partisan political, 
purposes. 

Mr. Chairman, there seems to be a 
disturbing trend here. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, Americans 
everywhere, and this is the main point 
and may be the reason for me asking 
for a 5-percent across-the-board cut, 
and I would support that kind of a cut, 
or more across the board, in the com
ing congressional budget as well. The 
reason for this is that Americans ev
erywhere work hard for their money, 
but it seems like every year Congress 
finds a way to take an even bigger 
share of Mr. and Mrs. America's earned 
money. 

As my colleagues know, one of the 
things that is repeated adversely all 
through my town meetings is that the 
taxpayers are sick and tired of seeing 
Washington continue to spend at the 
ridiculous levels that we spend, and 
that includes the White House as well 
as the other accounts. It is time we 
sent a clear message to the White 
House: The American people are not 
going to stand for any more of the 
same old spending levels from their 
Government. 

Let us show the White House and the 
public that we are serious about cut
ting expenditures of the Federal Gov
ernment. 

Who will stand up for the beleaguered 
taxpayer out there? 

Mr. Chairman, this is our chance to 
do that and our chance to help the 
White House set the example. 
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Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 

the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Colorado [Mr. HEFLEY]. 

The gentleman asked, perhaps rhe
torically, who will stand up for the tax-
payer? · 

This budget for the Executive Office 
of the President was $298 million last 
year. As presented, my colleagues, it is 
$270 million for fiscal year 1995, almost 
a $28 million cut. Now it does not take 
much of a mathematician to know that 
on a $298 million budget, with a $28 
million cut, it is just about 10 percent. 

That is who is standing up for the 
taxpayers. 

Mr. Chairman, my ranking member, 
the distinguished gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. LIGHTFOOT] stood and said this is 
a fiscally responsible bill. Why? Be
cause we took 1994 levels or 1995 re
quests if the 1995 request was lower. 
Why? Because I think that is an appro
priate policy? As my colleagues know, 
I do not. I think we ought to cut the 
White House, but I also understand 
that we are cutting every other agen
cy, and we are putting a notch in our 
belt. Why? Because times are tough. 

Mr. Chairman, we are not talking 
about bringing the deficit down 3 years 
in a row, the first time since Truman 
that we have done that. Does nobody 
want to talk about that? Does nobody 
want to talk about the fact that this 
budget, this deficit that we are running 
this year, is 40 percent below the budg
et deficit projected by George Bush's 
OMB, as they left office? 

As much as 40 percent below that? 
That employment is up? That we are 
creating 6,000 jobs a day? 

The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
HEFLEY], my friend, says we want to 
focus on the taxpayer. I suggest that 
focus is on the taxpayer, bringing un
employment down, bringing job cre
ation way up. We have created more 
jobs under this administration, over 3 
million new jobs; that is three times as 
many as were created in the previous 4 
years. 

The gentleman says, "We want to 
talk about the taxpayer." I am pre
pared to talk about it-10 percent cut. 
It is the largest cut in the White House 
budget report by this Comrni ttee since 
I have served on it, and I do not like it. 
Understand that. But I am a political 
realist and a pragmatist, and I say, 
"When you ask others to cut, you got 
to do it yourself." 

This 5 percent is on top of that, my 
colleagues. We ought not to be doing 
that. 

And I will reiterate. A gentleman is 
on this floor, Mr. Chairman, and he 
knows that I grieve, and I do not over
state it, that he is leaving this Con
gress. He and I believe, I think, in the 
same kind of democracy. We differ 
from time to time on specific issues. 
But I have tried to practice in the 13112 

years I have been here comity with the 
President of the United States because 
I believe that is appropriate, and I have 
supported the President's budget every 
time it has been submitted. 

This 5-percent cut does not deal with 
how the White House performs it. This 
cut undermines the ability of the 
White House to perform its constitu
tional responsibilities, and again I reit
erate, and in closing, and then I will 
yield to my friend, the gentleman from 
California, but in closing we are $28 
million under last year's budget, not 
$28 million under constant budget, cur
rent services, but $28 million under 
1994's expenditures. Why? Because of 
our concern shared by the gentleman 
from Colorado that, if we are going to 
pinch pennies, we pinch them across 
the board. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. COX. Two points: 
First, as we have discussed earlier on 

the floor in the context of other 
amendments, the amount that the ap
propriation bill allocates for functions 
in the Executive Office of the President 
is $157 million, precisely the amount 
that was spent for the identical func
tions in 1992, George Bush's last year. 
We were promised by President Clinton 
that he would cut 25 percent from the 
White House, and frankly, I think, that 
was not a demagogic promise. It was a 
sound pledge by a candidate running 
for President because he saw that in 
the Bush White House there was too 
much staff. In this White House there 
is just as much, if not more, because of 
the detailees and so on. 

Mr. Chairman, having worked in the 
White House myself, as I have said in 
private conversations with the gen
tleman, I think the President can get 
by on substantially less staff and do a 
much better job. Certainly Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt ran World War II 
with a lot less staff than we require 
right now for purposes that are not, in 
my view, wholly legitimate. 

Second, the gentleman said that we 
have no longer a deficit problem, that 
everything seems to be under control, 
or, if he did not say that, he said that 
things are looking up, that we are re
ducing the deficit and so on. 

I would just point out that President 
Clinton's first budget, the very first 
one he submitted in January 1993, 
began with the fiscal year we are now 
in. That fiscal year does not end until 
September 30, and, as a result, the 
Clinton administration has yet to re
duce a single deficit. We have not re
duced three consecutive deficits or 
anything like that. We have not yet re
duced our first deficit. The 1993 budget 
year was, of course, George Bush's last 
year, and that was the deficit that was 
reduced. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I reclaim 
my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HOYER 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman makes the observation, but in 
fact it was definitely the Clinton budg
et that got us to where we are. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I will yield to the gen
tleman from California in just a sec
ond. The gentleman will recall that he 
and his colleagues voted against that 
budget. As a matter of fact, against 
every part because it was unanimous 
on the gentleman's side, saying that 
that budget would not do what in fact 
has happened in the country. 

D 1530 
I understand the gentleman's posi

tion, that you will not be able to tell 
until 2 or 3 years out. But the fact of 
the matter is, it is those budget poli
cies adopted in reconciliation last year 
that led to that reduction. 

Mr. COX. If the gentleman will yield 
further, what we are talking about is a 
White House that has promised future 
reductions in deficits. By the way, this 
is not the first White House to project 
three oonsecutive years of declining 
deficits. Many Presidents have pro
jected declining deficits. It is easy to 
reduce a projection. 

What we have not yet seen is a real 
deficit corning down. We will know 
after October 1 of this year whether the 
first budget year of Bill Clinton has 
produced a larger deficit or a smaller 
deficit. Yes, Members on our side have 
voted for much deeper spending cuts 
than were contained in what the Demo
crats offered and what President Clin
ton endorsed. As you know, the Penny
Kasich bill was actually opposed by 
this White House. We have an A to Z 
proposal corning up. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, I 
am always amused by the observation 
that President Reagan and President 
Bush asked for more spending over 
those 12 years than the Congress appro
priated. Period. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to go on 
too much longer, because I think we 
have had ample debate on these sub
jects. I simply point out that cutting 
spending first is what the Republican 
side is all about. Cutting spending on 
the White House staff is an idea that 
George Bush and Bill Clinton agreed 
about during the last Presidential cam
paign. 

George Bush pledged to cut it 30 per
cent, because he recognized there was 
too much staff, and asked the assist
ance of Congress in doing that. He did 
not veto the legislative appropriations 
bill, as I urged, which did not cut as 
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much as he had asked for out of that 
budget. 

But President Clinton then said he 
wanted a 25-percent reduction. This 
takes it, it seems to me, wholly out of 
the realm of partisan politics. If both 
the Democrat and Republican running 
for President agree we ought to cut the 
White House staff, let us get on it with 
it. 

Now, I realize as President, including 
this year, Bill Clinton came up to the 
Hill and said give me an 8-percent in
crease in what we spend on the White 
House. I realize what Congress is giving 
him is exactly the same amount that 
George Bush spent in 1992 before a 30-
percent cut or before a 25-percent cut. 

We ough.t to, as responsible stewards 
of the purse, make sure that what the 
voters thought they were getting, a 25-
percent cut in the White House staff, is 
actually accomplished here on the 
floor. 

This opportunity gives us part of 
that. I think it is wholly responsible, 
and I would urge my colleagues to vote 
accordingly. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. COX. I yield to the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Let me say to the gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER], 
most of the cuts that the gentleman is 
talking about come out of this budget 
come 1ou t of the Office of Drug Policy, 
whiclt we exempt from that. We are not 
talki:Ag about that. 

Mr. HOYER. No, sir. 
Mr. HEFLEY. According to your own 

report, $25 million or so, 18.6 percent, 
are cut from that. 

You brag about this great recovery 
that is going on right now. We hear 
this in the 1-minutes and hear it on the 
floor all the time. Economists tell us it 
is the slowest recovery in recent his
tory. Recessions are cyclical. We know 
that. We can do some things to help us 
in to them and help us out of them, but 
mostly they are cyclical. Coming out 
of this cycle, it comes out, we are com
ing out the slowest in history. 

They also tell us, any economist that 
does not work for the White House that 
you can read or hear talk about it, tell 
you we have not had enough time to 
know whether the President's policy is 
working or not. So we do not know 
whether that is. 

One thing we do know, we know that 
taxpayers out there are bridling under 
the biggest tax increase in history. 
They are hurting. They feel they are 
paying too much taxes, they feel they 
are not getting their money's worth, 
and this is a way to start kind of at the 
top of things. 

The President is the face of Govern
ment. Let us start with the face of 
Government and say we are going to 
have cuts there, we are going to have 
cuts in the Congress, and in each one of 
the accounts as we go through this 

thing, we are going to have cuts, and 
we are going to show we can be more 
responsible in our spending. 

Mr. COX. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. I wanted to simply point 
out that the President said he was 
going to do a 25-percent cut. 

In the White House offices that you 
keep talking about not having reduc
tions, there were 1,394 people working 
as of November 7, 1992, the day after 
the election. The bottom line is, we 
funded last year 1,044 people, a 25.1-per
cent reduction in personnel. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming 
my time, as the gentleman I think 
agrees the amount in the bill is $157 
million. The amount spent on those 
very same functions by George Bush in 
1992, was $157 million. So we can do all 
we want with accounting definitions, 
but the fact of the matter is, when the 
dust settles, there has not been any cut 
at all. And that is what we are con
cerned about. 

Mr. HOYER. The $157 million, what is 
the gentleman defining that as? 

Mr. COX. This is the entirety of the 
programs funded in this bill, with the 
exception of the drug czar. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. If the gen
tleman will yield, there has been some 
discussion about the economy and 
budget, and who deserves the credit for 
what kind of economic growth. 

Having worked in the White House 
and now having been in Congress for 6 
years, I would like to just note that it 
takes about 2 years for any President 
to have an impact on the economy. 
When I worked for Ronald Reagan, it 
was not until 1983 that his policies ac
tually began to fully impact on the 
economy. That is when the economy 
began to grow. Because for a full year, 
you are working on your first budget. 
The fact is, next year we will find out 
whether the Democrats' budget causes 
growth or whether it causes decline. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Cox] 
has expired. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I understand 
what is being said, but I vividly recall 
during the course of debate on rec
onciliation, Member after Member 
from your side of the aisle coming to 
this podium, including Mr. KASICH, the 
ranking member of the Committee on 
the Budget, saying that within 12 
months this would all fall apart be
cause of the passage of that budget, 
which of course, was just about 12 
months ago. 

Mr. ROHRA13ACHER. It takes at 
least 12 months for a budget to impact 
on the economy. When I worked for the 
Reagan administration in 1981and1982, 
we took it for granted that the econ
omy that we were working with was an 

economy that was given to us by our 
predecessor, that being Jimmy Carter. 
And the fact is we knew no matter 
what we did, it would take a certain 
length of time, No. 1, before our poli
cies would be passed, and, No. 2, for 
those policies to actually impact on 
the economy. 

Now, if next year there is a strong 
economy, even though we are siphon
ing more and more money out of the 
pockets of the consumer and taking it 
to Washington, DC, if our economy is 
still functioning well and prosperity is 
around us, then indeed the American 
people will know that this President 
and this Congress deserves the credit. 

But I can tell you in Orange County, 
where the last budget that we passed, 
the massive tax increase included in 
that budget will siphon $2 billion out of 
our local economy. Consumers will 
have that much money less to spend, 
and we are struggling in Orange Coun
ty just to make sure that we get out of 
this transition from the cold war, and 
we have a weak economy. 

Now there are people struggling all 
over the United States now. I think 
what my colleague, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Cox], and other 
are saying, is when we are facing this 
time of struggle for a strong economy 
and trying to see what is going to hap
pen next year, we are apprehensive at 
the very least. 

The Office of the President, which I 
worked there for 7 years, they can do 
with some cuts there in the same way 
other programs can do with cu ts 
throughout the Government. 

0 1540 
Mr. HOYER. The gentleman has 

heard me say, we have cut $28 million. 
We have constrained the White House 
budget at the maximum number. There 
is no increase in here, however the gen·
tleman wants to assess the cuts. 

How much would we have had to cut 
for the gentleman to say that it is suf
ficient. We are talking about a 10-per
cent cut. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I will have to 
admit to the gentleman, when we start 
talking about figure&---

Mr. HOYER. It is the symbolism of 
making additional cuts. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. The public has 
a very difficult time understanding 
who is saying what and what the fig
ures are, when we talk about budget 
figures. Generally, when we are talking 
about cutting the budget, from the 
gentleman's side it is basically cutting 
the increase in what was projected by 
the administration. And generally, 
when we talk about budget cuts on this 
side, we are talking about actually de
creasing the amount of money that is 
being spent. In this particular case, my 
colleague, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. Cox] pointed out that they are 
spending exactly the same amount of 
money on the Presidency as we spent 
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before, $157 million, I believe was the 
figure. Maybe the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. Cox] would like to amplify 
on that point. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I would just like to make a point to 
the gentleman from California that 
just finished speaking. To the best of 
my knowledge, the Reagan budgets 
that were sent here during the Reagan 
years and the Bush years were not even 
offered but on about three occasions 
for the 12 years they were President. 
One year, I know the Reagan budget 
was offered, it got one vote, Jack 
Kemp, who is going to be running for 
the Presidency. So the gentleman likes 
to rewrite history and say that budgets 
only take effect for a couple of years. If 
the gentleman can take credit for the 
good stuff and not take responsibility 
for the rest of the things. 

Did it or did not President Reagan's 
budget pass? The best I recall, there 
was never a Reagan budget that was 
sent from the White House to this floor 
that passed this body. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HEFNER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, let me 
just make one point. The American 
public ought to have the facts on this. 
We have disagreements on how much 
money we are spending. 

It was implied that the Clinton White 
House has more detailees than the 
Bush White House. Of course the 1,384 
that I talked about in the Bush White 
House, 308 were detailees. That figure 
has been reduced to 143 of the 1,044 that 
are now there. Clearly, there has been 
a 25-percent reduction. 

I urge the House to reject this 
amendment. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I am interested in the argument, be
cause a little while ago, when we were 
arguing specific incidents with regard 
to the White House, the helicopter 
problems, the plane problems and so 
on, then it was not legitimate to cut 
the budget because those were argu
ments having nothing to do with the 
budget that was before us. Now the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Cox] 
comes along with an amendment to cut 
the budget based upon the fact that the 
White House has not met its commit
ment to slash 25 percent, that it has 
not managed in an effective manner. 
And now the argument is that we can
not cut for that reason either, because 
we have some numbers that indicate 
that the White House is doing a great 
job here. And the gentleman from 
North Carolina reminds us that no 
Reagan budgets passed, which I am not 
certain what that has to do with any
thing. 

My point is, it seems that no matter 
what the argument is, there is no way 
that the House should look at the 
White House budget as a place that we 
can exact some cu ts. 

I think our problem is , with the fig
ures that the gentleman cites for the 
25-percent cut, is we know that most of 
that came out of the drug office. And 
as a result, we have no effective drug 
program in the country. But that is 
where most of the cuts came. And we 
know that a lot of it was based upon 
now they figured what was in the Exec
utive Office of the President. By not in
cluding whole offices that are under 
the Executive Office of the President, 
they were able to come up with the 25-
percent cut that started with prac
tically nothing. That is not legitimate 
in our view, and we ought to take a 
whole look at the White House and do 
what the American people, what mid
dle class America thought Bill Clinton 
was doing and saying in his campaign. 
That is what the Cox amendment is all 
about. It is a shame that when he 
makes that kind of argument that we 
cannot get it. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I just 
wanted to make the point that the gen
tleman from California was talking 
about the budgets, the Reagan budget. 
What does it have to do with anything? 
What it has to do with anything, if we 
are going to take credit for the great 
Reagan years, we have to give the cred
it to where the budgets originated. And 
not one Reagan budget ever passed, 
that was presented from the White 
House, ever passed this House, or a 
George Bush budget for that matter. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, we all 
remember that because we had a 
gridlocked Congress that decided that 
every one of those budgets was dead on 
arrival. And they refused to do what 
the American people wanted to do, 
which was to cut spending. So we un
derstand what you guys did during 
these years that helped drive up the 
deficit. We understand all that. It is 
the kind of thing we are trying to cor
rect now. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, every
body wants to end this debate. In 1985, 
one vote. One Republican voted for the 
President's ·budget, untouched by 
Democratic hands. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, by the time you got 
around to bringing it to the floor that 
year, it was so totally outdated that 
the figures had absolutely no sense to 
them whatsoever. You waited. You 
waited months. That was during the 
time when you did not meet the law . . 

Mr. HOYER. Ninety days after it was 
submitted it was out of date? 

Mr. WALKER. You did not bring up 
the Reagan budget. You brought up the 
Reagan budget as originally submitted, 
some months afterwards, because you 
did not meet the time lines that year. 
That was the year when, and a number 
of other years, when you refused to 
bring up the budgets until well into the 
fiscal year. And at that point, the fig
ures were out of date. 

Mr. HOYER. No sir. 
Mr. WALKER. You are playing 

games, and we understand that. 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen

tleman from North Carolina. 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, the 

gentleman is trying to rewrite history. 
Mr. WALKER. You were trying to 

keep us from building up the defense 
that ultimately won the cold war. We 
know what you were up to. It was a lot 
of fun. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, may I 
just take a moment to remind the body 
that the Budget Act of 1974 requires the 
President of the United States to make 
a budget recommendation to Congress 
by February of each year and for Con
gress to produce a budget by April 15 of 
each year. No President, Republican or 
Democrat, since 1974, has ever done a 
thing except recommend a budget to 
Congress. And rarely has Congress pro
duced a budget by tax day, April 15, 
when the rest of the Nation ponied up. 

Mr. WALKER. I think the gentleman 
would agree with me that back in the 
mid-1980's that Congress never got 
around to doing the budget period, and 
then in many cases played political 
games. As I recall, we did not introduce 
the budget that year. The Democrats 
introduced that budget simply to try 
to embarrass the President, something 
which the gentleman from Maryland 
told us earlier that the Democrats 
never do. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Colorado [Mr. HEFLEY]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 200, noes 236, 
not voting 3, as follows: 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 

[Roll No. 239] 
AYES-200 

Ballenger 
Bar rett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 

Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
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Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 

Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
ls took 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lambert 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Mann 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Nussle 
Orton 
Oxley 

NOES--236 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 

Packard 
Paxon 
Penny 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovicli. 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Harman 
Hastings 
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Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutchinson 
lnslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E .B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 

Bachus (AL) 

Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 

NOT VOTING-3 
Reynolds 
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Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Washington 

Messrs. McDERMOTT, SKELTON, 
HUTCHINSON, and WAXMAN changed 
their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. ROWLAND changed his vote 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I had pointed out ear

lier when not many Members were here 
that the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. SMITH] and I had an opportunity 
in the late 1980's to visit Perm Camp 
35, which was the last gulag in the So
viet Union 

0 1610 

When we visited the camp, we met 
with Scharansky's cellmate, whose pic
ture is here, and we also met with this 
individual, and his name is Vladimir 
Potashov. We had debated this earlier, 
and I had an amendment to require the 
White House staff, which has not done 
it, to file their national security back
ground checks in 30 days, and then to 
have the process completed in 6 
months. I had commented that when 
we spoke with Vladimir Potashov, and 
I see the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. SMITH], who is with us, three of 

the men that the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] and I interviewed 
late that night in the Ural Mountains 
said they worked for our Government. 
They basically had worked for the CIA. 
We did not believe them. When we 
came back, we checked, and we found 
out that it was true. This young man 
here, when he hollered out that we 
were Congressmen, this young man was 
giving the "V," who wanted to emi
grate to Israel, and Vladimir were to
gether, we found out that they had 
been turned in after we got back, 
turned in by Aldrich Ames; Aldrich 
Ames, the CIA spy, had turned these 
men in. 

When the debate came up earlier, the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER], 
the chairman, said, "Well, so what?" 
He said, "Even in the CIA, they have 
had lie detectors and background 
checks.'' 

Let me read to you what Vladimir 
Potashov said in an op-ed piece that I 
found in my office when I went back. 

Vladimir said: 
During the 100 or more interrogations, day 

and night, in Lefortovo prison, I discovered 
that they knew of my reports, quoting from 
letters to which they could not have had ac
cess in the Soviet Union. Two things saved 
my life . First, I never told the interrogators 
facts that they could not have known al
ready. Second, I was right when I urged the 
" zero option." 

Then he goes on to tell how he was 
punished and sent to Perm Camp No. 
35. 

All we are trying to do and wanted to 
do was to offer an amendment which 
would keep something like this from 
happening again in the country. 

Three of these men suffered and went 
to jail because they worked for the 
United States Government. Ten people 
were killed because Aldrich Ames gave 
the information t::> the Soviets that 
killed these people. 

For the life of me, I cannot under
stand why this Congress will not per
mit an amendment to be offered today 
which would cover this administration 
and all administrations merely saying 
that you have to begin your back
ground check in 30 days, and it has to 
be completed in 6 months. 

Now, all of the people that work at 
the NSC, the DIA, the CIA, and many 
of the companies in your congressional 
districts require the very, very same. 
So I would ask the chairman, the gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER], 
why could we not craft an amendment 
that would not be directed at the Clin
ton administration, but would be di
rected at the Clinton administration 
and any administration in the future, 
to require that these people go through 
the background check, and not have 
what took place whereby DeeDee 
Myers, who had been on for 1 year and 
2 months, had not even filed her papers 
because she said she was too busy? 
Could we not craft an amendment 
which could be accepted in a bipartisan 
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way where these types of things could 
certainly never, never happen? 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say to the gentleman I presume he is 
not offering an amendment now. 

Mr. Chairman, I did not say "So 
what" with .reference to Aldrich Ames. 
What he did was awful, despicable, and 
had dire consequences to our people in 
Europe. 

What I said was that they had these
curity checks on Ames. Therefore, I did 
not think this was necessarily a case 
where, a security clearance would have 
prevented subsequent problems. That 
was my point. 

But let me ask unanimous consent 
that I be allowed to offer an amend
ment at the end of this bill, if I choose 
to do so, after discussions with the gen
tleman on this issue. Let the gen
tleman and I talk about it and see if we 
can do something. I know he feels very 
strongly about it. I do not disagree 
with his objective. 

Mr. WOLF. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. HOYER. If the gentleman will 

yield further, if there is no objection, 
can we do that? It will be out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Would the gen
tleman repeat his request? 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
ask unanimous consent that I be al
lowed to offer an amendment relative 
to the subject matter raised by the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF] 
regarding security checks at the White 
House at the end of the consideration 
of this bill prior to the motion to rise. 

Mr. WOLF. I thank the gentleman for 
t hat unanimous-consent. 

Mr. Chairman, I am including at this 
point in the RECORD the op-ed article 
by Vladimir Potashov and the final re
port of the congressional delegation to 
the Soviet Union and Perm Labor 
Camp 35, as follows: 

[From the Washington Times, May 1, 1994) 
VLADIMIR POTASHOV-SURVIVOR OF THE AMES 

LIST 
I spy? Surely, Aldrich Ames asked this 

question when he was arrested. After all, he 
was the CIA's protector against Soviet spies. 
In 1990, the KGB's Deputy Chairman B. 
Grushko wrote, "[Since 1985] Soviet [Coun
terspies] have exposed over 30 of the most 
dangerous agents of the CIA and other for
eign services * * * practically all of those ar
rested in the USSR were to the supreme pen
alty* * *to be shot". (Pravda, Aug. 26, 1990). 

Mr. Ames must have laughed at this boast
ing. They didn't catch anyone. Mr. Ames just 
dumped us all into the net of his counter
part, more accurately, his customer: 

Mr. Grushko: "So what's for sale today?" 
Mr. Ames: "Have I got the deal for you, 

ready in Moscow, just waiting to be hauled 
in." 

Mr. Grushko: "How many and how much?" 
Mr. Ames: "Three diplomats and one jour

nalist, each for $100,000. Next, the American 
source in the military intelligence depart
ment of the General Staff. He's a general and 

goes for $300,000. Next, an officer in the KGB; 
he helped us the way I help you, $400,000. One 
radio specialist, $200,000. Finally, a chief ana
lyst at Arbotov's USA Institute, a bargain, 
only $100,000." 

Mr. Grushko: "So it's a package deal, 
should be cheaper that way. What about $1 
million for the bunch?" 

Mr. Ames: "What will you do with them?" 
Mr. Grushko: "Shoot most and lock a few 

up, just as we always do." 
Mr. Ames: "Good. Here are the names: 

Potashov . . . '' 
Mr. Grushko: "It's a deal. I'll send a wire 

transfer to your Swiss bank account. See 
you soon." 

This way or some other, I was sold. Was it 
really such a good deal, Mr. Ames, that wire 
transfer to death, for those people you were 
supposed to guard? 

Mr. Ames knew very well what he was 
doing, like a doctor murdering his patients. 
He sold his soul to the devil for selling the 
souls of others. Was it worth it, even for all 
that money? "What will it profit a man if he 
gains the whole world and loses his soul?" as 
Jes us asked. 

And me, am I a spy? I published two books 
and 100 articles signed "Soviet Expert on 
Disarmament." As a senior researcher at the 
institute run by Kremlin adviser Georgi 
Arbatov, I knew by 1981 that no Soviet leader 
would hesitate to use the SS-20 missiles 
against Europe if he thought that would save 
the Soviet Empire from collapse . However, I 
urged the Soviet government to scrap them 
in exchange for an agreement with the Unit
ed States not to deploy the Pershing and 
cruise missiles. I wanted this deal, the "zero 
option," for the sake of Europe. 

That's why, when the negotiations started 
in November 1981, I put my life on the line. 
On a trip to Washington then, I offered to 
tell the truth to the Americans. I had no ac
cess to secret information. I would just re
port my personal assessments, those things I 
couldn't say openly in Moscow. I mailed my 
comments by -private mail to the United 
States. In essence, I said there was no chance 
for the "zero option," until Mikhail Gorba
chev took power in 1985. 

Did I spy? At least, I paid for it. In 1986, I 
was approached by the KGB to "help them" 
in their task "to arrange a major 
disinformation operation against U.S. intel
ligence," as was reported in a newspaper ar
ticle. My choice was either to lie and live or 
refuse and put my life in jeopardy. I chose 
reporting the truth and on July 1, 1986, I was 
arrested. Fortunately a month before, I sent 
to a British editor a manuscript of my book 
on disarmament, "War or Peace by the Year 
2000?" 

During the 100 or more interrogations, day 
and night, in the Lefortovo Prison, I discov
ered that they knew of my reports, quoting 
from letters to which they could not have 
had access in the Soviet Union. Two things 
saved my life. First, I never told the interro
gators facts that they could not have known 
already. Second, I was right when I urged the 
"zero option." Soviet policy backed it before 
my trial. 

That's why I was not sentenced to death, 
but to the gulag until the year 2000. I spy? Is 
that the right title for one who revealed the 
truth about the KGB on their own territory? 
I faced them in a TV interview when Amer
ican congressmen, diplomats and journalist..s 
visited the last political prisoners camp, 
Perm 35, in 1991. I told them I thought that 
my sacrifice was justified if a few drops of 
my blood helped to tilt the scales toward dis
armament and, over the gulag's red banner, 

raised old Russia's flag as a symbol of 
faith, the free spirit rising above com
munism. I did it in front of the KGB officers 
and four envoys from foreign embassies who 
took pictures. The Russian people learned 
from their interviews that the KGB was no 
longer allowed to shut up voices even in 
their own gulag. 

A spy for money? I didn't want a cent for 
the five years I spent reporting on disar
mament issues in Moscow. For writing those 
reports, the KGB seized my property, not to 
mention my wife and my health. While in 
the gulag, I appealed to the courts to retain 
the fees for my book, "War or Peace?" I of
fered to donate them to a good cause. In 1989, 
I won my suit in a Moscow court even 
though I was still a prisoner. The court 
agreed to donate my fees to "peacemaking 
actions." 

There were attacks on me and other pris
oners from Perm 35. In some newspapers, 
they even blamed us for the collapse of Mr. 
Gorbachev's perestroika. There were also di
rect threats, so in addition to the prison 
camp, I decided to leave the "Socialist 
Camp" by going to Poland and then coming 
here. Even now, personal articles against me 
still appear in the Russian press. 

I used evil to make good. Mr. Ames did the 
reverse. He took good sources for learning 
about the threats to the world's survival and 
made evil by shutting them off. I hope now 
he will reveal the truth. You shall know the 
truth and the truth shall make you free. 
After my experience in the gulag, I want 
more people to be free. There I lost not six 
years, but 20 in terms of health. At age 42, I 
have lost almost all my teeth. But it is not 
the physical damage that matters; it is the 
affront to morality of a man like Mr. Ames. 

There are still plenty of customers for Mr. 
Ames' stores. Looking for something special 
from Russia? How about a dose of free 
truth-from Russia, with love. 
CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION TO THE SOVIET 

UNION AND PERM LABOR CAMP 35 U.S. REPS. 
FRANK WOLF AND CHRIS SMITH AUGUST 4-11, 
1989 
FINAL REPORT-DELEGATION FINDINGS AND 

FOLLOW-UP-OCTOBER 1989 
This report provides a brief account of the 

findings of the Wolf/Smith delegation to the 
USSR, outlines our joint follow-up initia
tives, and offers recommendations for U.S. 
officials and non-government organizations 
and activists interested in the progress of 
legal and penal reforms, prison and labor 
camp conditions, and the status of alleged 
political prisoners. · 

PURPOSE OF THE TRIP 
Inspection visit to Perm Labor Camp 35 

and substantive discussions on legal and 
penal reforms and human rights. U.S. Reps. 
Frank Wolf and Chris Smith, accompanied 
by Richard Stephenson of the U.S. State De
partment, interviewed 23 of the 38 inmates 
reportedly still in Perm 35 at the time of the 
trip, and one inmate at the Perm investiga
tion prison. 

BACKGROUND AND FINDINGS 
Perm 35, a Soviet correctional labor camp 

known for its severe conditions and mis
treatment of prisoners, including prisoners 
of conscience, was the principal focus of our 
delegation. Marking the first time any U.S. 
or Western official has been allowed into a 
Soviet "political" labor camp, the trip's 
findings served to confirm and amplify much 
of the existing documentation on camp con
ditions and the existence of many prisoners 
believed to be incarcerated for basically po
litical activities. 
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Helsinki Watch, Amnesty International, 

and others, including former prisoners them
selves, provided background information for 
this trip. Many well-known political pris
oners have been confined in the Perm Camp 
complex, which now includes only Perm 35: 
Natan Sharansky, Professor Yuri Orlov, Al
exander Ginsburg, Deacon Vladimir Rusak, 
Father Alfonsas Svarinskas, and many oth
ers. 

Interviews with prisoners ranged from 5--40 
minutes, all in the presence of camp admin
istrators and an official of the Soviet Min
istry of Internal Affairs (MVD). We viewed 
punishment cells and other areas of camp 
and were permitted to take photographs and 
videotape much of the camp and our inter
views with prisoners. 

The broader purpose of the delegation was 
to discuss Soviet progress toward legal re
forms advancing the "rule of law" in Soviet 
society. That is, our discussions focused on 
the need to institutionalize the positive 
changes occurring in Soviet human rights 
practices, open up the Soviet prison and 
labor camp system to greater scrutiny, and 
establish due process. We held discussions 
with Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) offi
cials on legal reforms, including the criti
cally important draft laws on "freedom of 
conscience" (whose principal impact will be 
upon religious communities), draft laws on 
emigration, and reform of the Soviet crimi
nal code. The delegation questioned rep
resentatives of the Procurator General and 
Ministry of Internal Affairs (MVD) regarding 
the Soviet penal system. 

As members of the U.S. Commission on Se
curity and Cooperation in Europe (Helsinki 
Commission), we emphasized that our inter
est in proposed Soviet legislation is to find 
indications that changes are systemic and 
not simply arbitrary. We reminded Soviet of
ficials of the importance which the Amer
ican people place on respect for fundamental 
human rights like freedom of speech, peace
ful assembly and the right to publish and or
ganize independent groups. While not pre
suming to "teach" this to the Soviets, we 
spoke about the lasting impression such 
changes would make on the American peo
ple. For religious believers, in particular, a 
well-written law on conscience will offer 
legal recourse should local authorities decide 
to be heavy-handed. With respect to the 1991 
Human Rights Conference in Moscow, we 
stressed that the adoption and implementa
tion of laws guaranteeing freedom of con
science will have a direct bearing on U.S. 
support and enthusiasm for the Conference. 

The rights of religious believers, including 
those in prison, was our major concern in 
meetings with the MVD, Council on Reli
gious Affairs and religious officials, includ
ing the All-Union Council of Evangelical 
Christians/Baptists (Baptist Union). We also 
spoke with activists and dissidents in the re
ligious communities, including former pris
oners, to find their perspective on the 
present situation for religious communities 
in the USSR. 

Our visit to Perm Labor Camp 35 was a key 
element in the overall equation of assessing 
Soviet human rights performance. The So
viet "gulag" (Russian acronym for the So
viet labor camp system) remains a stark 
symbol of "old thinking" in a country where 
political reform and dissent are coming into 
the open. Glasnost, or openness, has failed 
thus far to penetrate into the gulag, either 
to change conditions in the labor camps or 
to impact penal procedures which have led to 
systematically cruel and unusual punish
ment. It is important to recognize that the 

lingering fear of incarceration in the Soviet 
gulag threatens to hold hostage any mean
ingful reforms in Soviet society. Bringing 
"glasnost to the gulag" is an important step 
the Soviets can take to deal with concerns 
that President Mikhail Gorbachev's reforms 
might be reversed or undermined. 

We have urged the Soviets to begin a proc
ess of opening up prisons and labor camps to 
independent human rights monitors, both 
Westerners and Soviet citizens. We have en
couraged human rights organizations to re
quest access to prisons and labor camps. And 
finally, we pressed the Soviets to permit vis
its by clergymen and to allow religious lit
erature into prisons and labor camps. 

Our foremost concern remains the plight of 
the 24 prisoners whom we met in Perm 35. 
They have endured severe conditions and 
several of them are already counted by the 
United States among the nearly one hundred 
remaining suspected political prisoners in 
the Soviet Union. U.S. human rights policy 
has long embraced advocacy for individual 
prisoners' cases, a practice rooted in Amer
ican values recognizing the inherent dignity 
and rights of each human being. 

Our evaluation of the Perm 35 cases in 
question is based on the claims of several in
mates that they are political prisoners, the 
documentation of human rights groups 
which support those claims, and the findings 
from our interviews. Our conclusion is that, 
regardless of any dispute over these defini
tions of political prisoners, most of these 
prisoners would not be prosecuted for similar 
"crimes" today, or their offenses would be 
treated far less severely. In view of the ex
cessive punishment endured by these pris
oners, we have called on the Soviets to reex
amine their cases in the context of "new po
litical thinking" and release them on hu
manitarian grounds. 

FINDINGS ON PERM CAMP 35 

The Prisoners and Camp Conditions: 
Mikhail Kazachkov has spent nearly 200 

days of his 14-year incarceration in punish
ment cells, up to 15 days at a time in the 
"shizo" cell. 

We were given a rare glimpse of the infa
mous "shizo." Veterans of the Soviet gulag 
have provided vivid accounts of this notori~ 
ous four-by-eight-foot cell. It contains a 
wooden plank fastened to the wall on which 
to sleep, with no bedding or blankets, and a 
cement stump on which to sit. The cell, and 
the punishment, is designed to make the nat
ural cold of a Soviet labor camp that much 
more severe-that is, the unbearable, cold 
temperature is used as torture. Prisoners 
complained that it is difficult to sleep on the 
hard, narrow plank. The walls are made of a 
rough, pointed-like concrete, which scrapes 
and cuts prisoners who might lean or sleep 
up against it. 

We had to insist that Kazachkov be offered 
the opportunity to speak to us. He had been 
moved from Perm 35 to the Perm investiga
tion prison shortly before our visit. While de
scribing some instances of physical abuse in 
Perm 35, Kazachkov explained that general
purpose beatings were no longer a regular oc
currence in Perm 35. Kazachkov suffered an 
injured arm in trying to resist a forced head
shaving, a practice which he described as a 
widespread form of humiliation against So
viet prisoners. 
-- Kazachkov, imprisoned in 1975 one week 
after applying to emigrate, recently led 
eight other inmates at Perm 35 in a work 
strike to protest unsafe working conditions. 
Together these prisoners formed a Helsinki/ 
Vienna human rights monitoring group in 
Perm 35. Though completely within their 

rights under the Helsinki Accords and the 
1989 Vienna agreement "to promote the Hel
sinki process," camp authorities used harsh 
measures to stop them. Just three weeks 
after our visit, Kazachkov was singled out 
for his role in the protest. He was put on 
trial for "refusal to work" and sentenced to 
serve the next three years of his 18 and one
half year term in the more severe regime of 
Chistopol Prison. 

We interviewed 23 inmates in Perm Labor 
Camp 35 who requested to meet with us. A 
theme running through their stories empha
sized the conditions and treatment of pris
oners in the camp: long periods of isolation 
in punishment cells, severe cold used as tor
ture, and being cut off from family and 
friends due to routinely intercepted mail and 
arbitrarily canceled visits. We were never al
lowed to meet alone with any prisoners. 
Prisoners gave their side of the story boldly 
and bravely, several of them condemning the 
abuses of the KGB and camp officials in their 
very presence. Many, though not all, of the 
24 inmates we met (those in Perm 35 plus 
Kazachkov) claimed to be political prisoners. 
Many of the prisoners expressed thanks to 
those in the West who had written letters to 
Soviet officials on their behalf and to them 
personally. 

We sought and received assurances before
hand from Soviet officials in the Procuracy, 
Ministry of Internal Affairs and the camp 
that no retribution would be brought against 
any prisoner. We repeated this Soviet prom
ise loudly during meetings with many pris
oners. The prisoners told us there had been 
reprisals against some who met with New 
York Times reporter A.M. Rosenthal during 
his visit to Perm 35 in December 1988 (the 
first visit by any Westerner to a labor camp). 
Some prisoners said that they understood re
prisals were a possible consequence of speak
ing to us; however, we continued to stress 
that assurances had been given by the Sovi
ets that there would be no reprisals. One 
prisoner simply said, "there is nothing more 
they can do to us." 

Most of the Perm 35 cases demand a review 
by the Soviets, including the following: 

Oleg Mikhailov said that he was put in 
"shizo" simply for requesting to meet with 
Rosenthal. Mikhailov was imprisoned in 1979 
on charges of "treason to the motherland" 
and "anti-Soviet agitation" for preparing to 
steal and escape the country in a cropduster 
plane. He condemned the Soviets for their 
treatment of prisoners. Although one and 
one-half years of internal exile remain on his 
sentence, the Soviets have stated that the 
system of exile has been abolished. 
Mikhailov is due to be release'd on October 
21. 

Byelorussian Christian Alexander 
Goldovich was charged with "treason" for 
attempting to flee across the Black Sea in a 
rubber raft, and carrying pictures allegedly 
depicting how bad life is in the Soviet Union. 
Goldovich admits to having the pictures, 
which the Soviets charged was secret infor
mation, and explains that they were snap
shots of his apartment. 

Goldovich is a physicist. Arrested April 21, 
1985. Sentenced December 2, 1985, to 15 years 
strict-regimen labor camp and 5 years exile 
on charges including treason (Article 64), 
anti-Soviet agitation and propaganda (Arti
cle 70) and leaking government secrets. Ac
cused of attempting to escape from the 
USSR and intending to leak secret informa
tion. To be release April 2005. 

Goldovich had requested a Bible during the 
Rosenthal visit to Perm 35. He was denied 
one by camp authorities. We give him a Bible 
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and offered Bibles to any other prisoners who 
wanted one-all but two did. The Soviets as
sured us they would be allowed to keep 
them. Several times, he thanked people in 
the West for writing on his behalf. Asked 
whether there is any glasnost in the Perm 
camp, he replied, "No, not in the smallest 
degree." Goldovich's case has been raised 
continually with the Soviets. 

Ukrainian Bohdan Klimchak attempted to 
flee from the USSR to Iran carrying his 
science fiction short stories, which he in
tended to publish abroad. After nine days in 
Iran, he was returned to Soviet custody. His 
writings were deemed "nationalistic," and 
he was arrested in November 1978 and sen
tenced to 15 years strict-regimen labor camp 
and five years exile. His sentence was re
duced under amnesty and Klimchak was due 
to be released in September 1989 (end of exile 
around March 1992). Convicted under Articles 
64 ("treason") and 70 ("anti-Soviet agitation 
and propaganda") of Soviet criminal code. 

Ruslan Ketenchiyev, a lathe worker, was 
arrested August 27, 1982, charged with "trea
son," and sentenced to 10 years strict-regi
men labor camp. Ketenchiyev tried to con
tact American journalists and U.S. embassy 
personnel in order to emigrate to the West. 
Instead of the American diplomat he ex
pected to meet, a disguised KGB agent en
trapped him and he was prosecuted on trea
son charges. His sentence reduced under am
nesty, Ketenchiyev is due to be released Jan
uary 21, 1990. 

Ketenchiyev told us of terrible conditions 
and various punishment methods in Perm 35, 
including the well-documented use of cold in 
punishment cells. He particularly noted the 
lack of medical care in the camp. Respond
ing to prisoners' formal complaints about 
the extreme cold, camp doctors declared the 
temperature in punishment cells to be suffi
ciently warm. 

Leonid Lubman, an economist and elec
tronics engineer, was arrested August 29, 
1977, charged with "treason," and sentenced 
t o 13 years strict regimen labor camp. He is 
scheduled to be released on August 29, 1990. 
Lubman compiled a manuscript providing 30 
profiles of corrupt officials and attempted to 
send it abroad. 

Lubman may have become mentally dis
turbed in labor camp and suffers from chron
ic headaches and stomach ailments. He 
looked well over his 50 years and spoke much 
slower than the others we met. He said the 
authorities have an interest in not releasing 
him because he has learned the methods of 
his incarcerators. He described some sort of 
torture, which sounded like electrical shock 
and exposure to infrared waves. He said he 
was punished after the December 1988 visit 
by Rosenthal to Perm 35. · 

Resolving the Perm 35 Cases 
Many of the acts committed by those in 

Perm 35 would not have been considered 
crimes under Gorbachev. Although the Sovi
ets frequently contend these prisoners are 
criminals, Soviet officials have repeatedly 
declined to open their files. They refused to 
open the files to us, although the U.S. State 
Department has provided court records and 
case files to the Soviets on disputed U.S. 
cases. The exception was a brief look at 
Kazachkov's file when Procuracy official Al
exander Korshunov sought to refute charges 
of punishment made by Mikhail Kazachkov. 
When the open file revealed a -picture of a 
head-shaved Kazachkov, it was quickly 
snapped shut. 

Prior to the signing of the Vienna Conclud
ing Document, in December 1988, Mikhail 
Gorbachev declared at the United Nations 

that there are no longer any persons in pris
on "sentenced for their political or religious 
convictions.'' 

However, the release of remaining political 
prisoners was made a condition for U.S. 
agreement in Vienna to schedule a Helsinki 
follow-up conference in Moscow in 1991. The 
Vienna agreement was signed in January 
1989. The Soviets subsequently agreed to a 
process of review for most of nearly one hun
dred prisoners remaining on U.S. political 
prisoner lists. Many of these "disputed 
cases" are the cases of those we met in Perm 
35. 

The prisoners who remain in Perm 35 are 
held under basically three charges: attempt
ing to flee the country (including hijacking, 
in some cases); war crimes; and espionage. 
Many languish under Article 64 of the Soviet 
criminal code, "treason," in combination 
with more clearcut political offenses like Ar
ticle 70, "anti-Soviet agitation and propa
ganda." 

Soviet officials claim they hold no politi
cal prisoners because all who were sentenced 
exclusively under one of the four purely po
litical criminal code articles (like Article 70, 
those used to prosecute free speech, peaceful 
assembly, etc.) have been released in amnes
ties under Gorbachev. 

Prosecution on charges of treason for the 
forbidden activities of the Brezhnev era no 
longer makes sense in today's Soviet Union. 
Article 64 was interpreted far too broadly 
under Soviet law and used to threaten pris
oners with capital punishment and to ex
tract testimony before they have even seen a 
lawyer. Those who landed in Perm 35 fQr acts 
of violence related to hijack attempts, or 
other acts of violence, are not political pris
oners, although cruel punishment should not 
be simply excused in their cases either. It is 
high time, however, for review of the exces
sive punishment meted out for nonviolent 
"crimes" that would not be prosecuted 
today, or would be treated far less seriously. 

We conveyed to the Soviets that it was in 
the interests of all sides for these cases not 
to linger beyond preparations for the Vienna 
Follow-up Meeting at Copenhagen in 1990. 
Should they linger until the already con
troversial Moscow Human Rights Conference 
in 1991, the Soviets would face a great em
barrassment. 

While these prisoners' cases remain unre
solved, we sensed from our discussions the 
Soviets' desire to be cleared of tbe charges 
that political prisoners remain. Therefore, 
we call on the Soviets to reexamine these 
cases in view of their "new political think
ing" and release them on humanitarian 
grounds. · 

PROSPECTS FOR LEGAL AND PENAL REFORMS 

To the Soviet's credit, the kind of access 
we were granted to Perm 35 would have been 
unthinkable even months ago. The Soviets 
have closed down two political labor camps 
in the vicinity of Perm 35 for lack of need as 
a result of prisoner amnesties. Soviet au
thorities say that they have removed hun
dreds of camp guards responsible for past 
human rights abuses. Officials of the Soviet 
Procuracy, as well as the new Supreme So
viet legislature, have talked about penal re
forms. The highest ranking Soviet procu
rator supervising Legality in Correctional 
Facilities, Yuri Khitrin, admitted to us that 
it was necessary to discuss "humanizing" 
the Soviet penal system. 

These statements would bode well for the 
prospect of reform. However, the practical 
impact on prison and labor camp conditions 
has thus far been minimal, and the Soviets 
have publicly stated few commitments to 

improve or reconstitute their gulag prac
tices. On the other hand, the Soviets have 
promised for more than two years to insti
tute legal reform which will decriminalize 
political dissent. 

We discussed legal reform with officials of 
the Council on Religious Affairs. Deputy 
Minister Alexander Ivolgin explained to us 
that they were reluctant to discuss a draft of 
"laws on conscience" which we put before 
them-one of two thus far published. Ivolgin 
claimed that the new law on religious groups 
had not yet been formally drafted for consid
eration by the Supreme Soviet. An official 
from CRA's legal office, Tatyana 
Belokopitova, offered a very disappointing 
response on the question of requiring reg
istration of religious groups. The latest pro
posal would establish the right of "juridical 
person" (legal recourse) only for religious 
groups who submit to registering with 
central religious authorities. This proposal 
would fail to resolve either the present lack 
of legal rights for all churches or the desire 
of many believers not to register-it would 
instead pit these concerns against each 
other. 

In a meeting with First Deputy Foreign 
Minister Anatoly Adamishin, the question of 
new religious laws was side-stepped by refer
ring us to the Council of Religious Affairs. 
However, Mr. Adamishin assured us that the 
Supreme Soviet would place a high priority 
on new religious laws during its fall session. 
He was less optimistic about action on draft 
emigration (exit/entry) legislation. In gen
eral, Adamishin declared that economic and 
constitutional reforms would take precedent 
over both matters. On freedom of conscience, 
Adamishin commented, "We used to have a 
problem in regards to freedom of conscience, 
but we never had a total absence of religious 
freedom. The freedom to perform religious 
rites was always allowed, so we are not start
ing from scratch." 

Regarding penal reforms, there appears to 
be a much tougher hill to climb. We met 
with a panel of procurators and investigators 
from the All-Union Procuracy and Ministry 
of Internal Affairs who denied our references 
to the arduous conditions in prisons and 
labor camps. We encountered a Soviet will
ingness to discuss "rule of law" questions, 
even while some observations caused a de
gree of discomfort: prosecutors bring charges 
only with sufficient evidence for a presump
tion of guilt; they are held responsible for 
"losing" cases; and all trial attorneys are 
answerable to the Procurator General. 

We raised the issue of establishing due 
process for charges brought while prisoners 
are serving sentences--no sooner had we left 
than Milkhail Kazachkov was victimized for 
such pitfalls in the Soviet system. We identi
fied those issues raised by former prisoners: 
cruel punishments, malnourishment, inad
equate medical care, severe restrictions on 
family visits. We were assured that draft leg
islation excludes provisions which disallowed 
family visits in the past. In addition, we 
were told that the Procuracy now shares the 
responsibility for supervision of correctional 
facilities with public commissions under the 
new Supreme Soviet which guarantee "law, 
legality and order." 

The Soviets indicated openness to future 
visits to prisons and labor camps by official 
and non-official groups. Mr. Khitrin offered 
agreement in principle to a follow-up visit 
by Director of the U.S. Bureau of Prisons, 
Mr. Michael Quinlan, and Chairman of Pris
on Fellowship International, Mr. Charles 
Colson. We mentioned that groups such as 
Amnesty International, Helsinki Watch and 
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the International Red Cross should be per
mitted access to prisoners in prisons and 
labor camps to monitor and report on condi
tions. We advocated on behalf of independent 
Soviet monitors who wish to have access to 
correctional facilities. 

Finally , we received assurance that pris
oners could have Bibles and other religious 
literature and that clergy would be allowed 
to visit. Both have been forbidden in law and 
practice in the past. Khitrin told us that a 
decision had been made that from now on 
" all correctional labor colonies will have Bi
bles in necessary quantities and permit min
isters of faith to visit." We urged the Soviets 
to put such commitments into practice by 
granting requests to visit prisons and camps. 

FOLLOW-UP AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Release of Perm 35 Prisoners 
We have an obligation to work for the im

mediate release of all remaining Perm pris
oners on humanitarian grounds. The Soviets 
are obligated to release all political pris
oners in compliance with their commitments 
under the Helsinki Final Act and Vienna 
Concluding Document. In addition, one cri
teria for agreeing to the Moscow Human 
Rights Conference was the release of all po
litical prisoners. While Soviet authorities 
have raised questions in connection with 
many of these cases, we as members of the 
Helsinki Commission have argued that the 
burden of proof is on the Soviets to prove the 
individuals in question are criminals. We 
have initiated or recommended the following 
action on behalf of remaining prisoners, in
cluding those in Perm 35: 

(1) We have publicly called on the Soviets 
to release all those in Perm 35 convicted for 
nonviolent acts. We believe that in view of 
the excessive and cruel punishment these 
prisoners have suffered, a positive Soviet re
sponse would signal a truly humanitarian 
gesture. 

(2) We have written Secretary of State 
James Baker to urge him to continue the 
practice of raising individual cases at the 
highest levels in U .S.-Soviet dialog. 

(3) We have discussed Soviet reforms and 
the status of prisoners with Deputy Sec
retary of State Lawrence Eagleburger, urg
ing that human rights remain a top priority 
in U.S.-Soviet relations. While Soviet human 
rights improvements have occurred, we 
should continue identifying problems that 
persist and pressing our concerns while the 
Soviets seem willing to discuss and respond 
to them. 

(4) We have urged human rights groups to 
advocate the immediate release of political 
prisoners. 

(5) We urge concerned Westerners to rein
vigorate campaigns on behalf of these pris
oners, including letter-writing to Soviet offi
cials, camp authorities and to the prisoners 
themselves. 

Advancing Glasnost to the Gulag 
The Soviets should begin a process of open

ing up prisons and labor camps to interested 
individuals and human rights groups. Only 
by following our inspection visit by permit
ting further visits will the Soviets make 
progress in erasing the Stalinist stigma of 
the gulag. 

(1) We have urged Westerners and human 
rights organizations to request to visit pris
ons and labor camps and meet with prisoners 
in order to report on conditions. 

(2) We have urged members of the media, 
particularly the Moscow press corps, to 
make visits and report on prisons and labor 
camps. Since our visit, a few members of the 
media have been granted access to camps. 
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(3) We have helped to secure official Soviet 
approval for the visit of Bureau of Prisons 
Director, Michael Quinlin, and Prison Fel
lowship international chairman, Charles 
Colson, to visit several prisons and labor 
camps in the USSR and discuss reforms and 
ways to reduce crime and recidivism in that 
country. 

(4) We have urged that Western leaders and 
human rights groups advocate on behalf of 
Soviet citizens who wish to visit prisons and 
labor camps, including clergy to perform re
ligious rites or offer pastoral counsel. 

(5) We have raised these concerns in con
gressional hearings, and support Helsinki 
Commission hearing to focus on conditions 
in the Soviet gulag. 

Reforms 
(1) We have shared our findings on the 

progress of legal reforms-including "free
dom of conscience, " freedom of emigration, 
and criminal code revisions-with prominent 
non-government organizations and urge 
their continued vigilance in encouraging fur
ther institutionalization of basic freedoms 
and that such laws be consistent with inter
national law and with CSCE commitments. 

(2) We have raised concerns about Soviet 
legal reforms in recent hearings sponsored 
by the Congressional Human Rights Caucus 
and, in the past, in CSCE hearings. 

(3) We have expressed our support to Soviet 
and American officials for programs devel
oped in a human rights framework to pro
mote Soviet progress on " rule of law" issues 
and in other areas where U.S. expertise is 
helpful and welcomed by the Soviets. 

PRISONERS MET AT PERM 35 

Following is the list of prisoners (not all of 
them are necessarily political prisoners) who 
spoke with Reps. Wolf and Smith at Perm 
Labor Camp 35 in August 1989. For more in
formation on these prisoners and their cases, 
please contact Helsinki Commission (U.S. 
Commission on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe, House Annex 2, Room 237, Washing
ton, D.C. 20515). 

Mailing address for prisoners (Moscow post 
office box): SSSR, RSFSR, S. Moskva 
uchr.5110NS, Last name, First initial. 

Aleksandr Goldovich, Bogdan Klimchak, 
Viktor Makarov, Aleksandr Rasskazov, 
Valery Smirnov, Igor Mogil 'nikov, Alek
sandr Udachin, Maksim Ivanov, Vadim 
Arenberg, Akhmet Kolpakbayev, Igor 
Fedotkin, and Viktor Olinsnevich. 

Ruslan Ketenchiyev, Lenoid Lubman, 
Nikolay Nukradze, Mikhailov Kazachkov, 
Oleg Mikhaylov, Yuriy Pavlov, Arnol'd An
derson, Vyacheslav Cherepanov, Vladimir 
Potashov, Anatoliy Filatov, Vladimir 
Tishchenkov, and Unidentified Central 
Asian. 

Acknowledgment: We wish to thank Rich
ard Stephenson, Soviet Desk Officer at the 
State Department, who accompanied us on 
the trip to Perm 35, providing translation 
and other assistance. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will in
quire further of the gentleman con
cerning his unanimous-consent re
quest. Does it apply to an amendment 
that would be otherwise in order under 
the rules of the House, or is the gen
tleman asking for any kind of a waiver 
of the rules? 

Mr. HOYER. My belief is that it 
would be difficult to draft an amend
ment that would not be subject to a 
point of order, because it would have to 
be legislation on an appropriation bill 
which, of course, is the problem the 
gentleman now has. 

It would be subject to a point of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. So the gentleman's 
unanimous-consent request to permit 
him to offer an amendment on the sub
ject of security checks at the White 
House, prior to the motion to rise and 
report, if the Chair understands it cor
rectly, also includes the request that 
the amendment in question be in order 
notwithstanding, in other words, to 
waive a possible point of order under 
clause 2, rule XXI? 

Mr. HOYER. That is correct. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, and I do not 
intend to object at this time, but I 
would like to reserve that, if you and 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
WOLF] work this out. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Further reserving 
the right to object, I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I intend 
to discuss it with him as well. I know 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
WOLF] is a very conscientious member 
of our committee. He feels very strong
ly about this, and I would like to see if 
there is a possibility of working out 
something between now and when we 
finish this bill. If we can, I would like 
to accommodate the gentleman. His 
objective is a good one. 

I do not know whether the ways and 
means of getting there are agreeable, 
which is why I am offering it. I think 
the gentleman knows I will deal with 
him in good faith and see if we can re
solve this issue. I will discuss it also 
with the Ranking Member. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Further reserving 
the right to object, I was going to sug
gest: Would you want to withdraw it 
now and discuss it later? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman's 
unanimous-consent request is pending, 
and the gentleman reserves the right 
to object. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, fur
ther reserving the right to object, do 
you want to withdraw your unanimous
consent request, let us discuss it, and 
then you can make the request later? 

Mr. HOYER. No. If we get out of this 
title, the gentleman is concerned about 
losing the right to offer it. 

Mr. WOLF. Right. 
Mr. HOYER. It would be relevant to 

.this title, and that is why I ask for 
unanimous consent to propose it at the 
end of the bill even though it will not 
be in order. If we can agree, I want to 
accommodate the gentleman. 

Mr. WOLF. I think that is very fair. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT] has the 
floor under his reservation of objec
tion. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Further reserving 
the right to object, I appreciate what 
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the Chair is trying to do to accommo
date the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
WOLF]. If we can work this all out, I 
think we can get to some conclusion 
here. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res
ervation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there addi

tional amendments to title III? 
If not, the Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
TITLE IV-INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

ADMINISTRATIVE CONFERENCE OF THE UNITED 
STATES 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses of the Administra

tive Conference of the United States, estab
lished by the Administrative Conference Act, 
as amended (5 U.S.C. 571 et seq.), including 
not to exceed $1,000 for official reception and 
representation expenses, s1.a·oo.ooo. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ISTOOK 
Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ISTOOK: Page 28, 

strike lines 8 through 14. 

0 1620 
Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, this is a 

very simple amendment. It zero funds 
the Administrative Conference of the 
United States. This particular agency 
last year, under the appropriations 
that originally came through this 
House, would have been zero funded. In 
fact, in the report from the subcommit
tee in last year's bill, it was written, 
"The committee recommends the 
elimination of appropriation for a re
duction of $2,314,000. The committee be
lieves that this agency has fully ac
complished its mission." That was the 
report of a year ago. 

However, before the bill was finally 
completed, funding was restored for 
this particular agency. In our sub
committee hearings, the head of this 
agency testified to our subcommittee 
that if we were not going to restore 
funding at the level which they had re
quested, which was $2.6 million, then 
we might as well zero fund the agency 
and not fund them at all. 

The committee, the subcommittee, 
put in this bill the level of $1.8 million, 
though beneath the level the Adminis
trative Conference said was necessary 
for them to operate. 

I believe a proper decision of this 
body ought to be to either fund the 
agency at a level to operate, or defund 
the agency entirely. This particular 
agency has as its mission an advisory 
role, essentially, to give advice to 
other Federal agencies, boards, and 
commissions on crafting regulations. It 
is thus duplicating a function that is 
contained within almost every depart
ment, commission, or board in the U.S. 
Government. There are multiple 

sources of expertise regarding the 
crafting and drafting and preparation 
of Federal regulations without an 
agency that has a specific task to zero 
in upon that. 

As such, I believe this is, as we said 
last year, an agency that really does 
not have a mission. It is a duplicative 
mission. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, we have heard a 
lot of talk about eliminating needless 
boards and agencies and the reinven
tion of Government, proposals to make 
a Government that works better and 
costs less. We talk about reducing the 
size of Government. We talk about 
eliminating employees. We talk about 
eliminating spending. This is a very 
simple opportunity to do it on a small 
amount of money compared to the 
overall Federal budget, $1.8 million. It 
is not, however, a small amount of 
money to most taxpayers in the United 
States. I would submit that if we have 
difficulty taking an agency such as 
this and eliminating its funding, being 
a duplicative agency, then how are we 
going to make tougher decisions that 
involve much larger sums of money? 

So, Mr. Chairman, I would ask that 
Members join me in adopting this 
amendment to zero fund the Adminis
trative Conference and provide that 
money-it cold go wherever else we 
might wish it because, after all, Mr. 
Chairman, we do not have to spend it 
at all. 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word, and I rise in op
position to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the 
House, this amendment is the latest 
move that stems from the anger of a 
series of administrative law judges who 
were offended by the fact that the Ad
ministrative Conference of the United 
States made recommendations with re
gard to their procedures and the way 
they operated that offended a number 
of those administrative law judges. 
They came forward beginning about a 
year ago and made an attempt, fairly 
successfully, to eliminate this agency. 
Unfortunately, the agency does exactly 
what I would assume the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK], and oth
ers have as goals, and that is it is an 
advisory agency that has a very small 
budget of $1.8 million that is focused on 
recommending on a regular basis to 
our entire Government and its various 
agencies ways in which we can improve 
the efficiency with which their deci
sions are made, vis-a-vis each other, 
vis-a-vis citizens, and vis-a-vis busi
ness. It is an effort to improve the fair
ness and efficiency of the administra
tive process and to make nonpartisan, 
nonideological recommendations with 
regard to achieving the goals of the 
various agencies. 

Considering the extremely low budg
et, it is a very good investment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Administrative Law 

and Governmental Relations of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. We held a 
hearing on this agency in April. No 
witness appeared this year in opposi
tion to the continuation of the agency. 
In fact, the hearing indicated that the 
Conference has done a good job in car
rying out its mission to make rec
ommendations for improving these var
ious areas. 

I also point out that the Vice Presi
dent, as head of the National Perform
ance Review, specifically asked that 
this agency continue in order that it 
might continue to play the role it has 
played with regard to the National Per
formance Review with regard to pro
moting means of alternative dispute 
resolution, negotiated rulemaking, 
streamlining of the regulatory process, 
and coordination of agency legal coun
sel offices. 

This is a necessary function. 
I realize that there are many Mem

bers here who would like to comb 
through the budget and find an agency 
which they can nail and then claim 
that they have, when they go home, 
they can claim they killed an agency. 
There are probably some agencies like 
that that deserve it. But this is not one 
of them. 

The budget of this agency is $1.8 mil
lion. It has been reduced from $2.6 mil
lion asked for by the White House. 
That is as it should be. We support that 
in the Judiciary Committee, and that 
is what the Subcommittee on Appro
priations is recommending today. 

But for goodness sakes, do not. kill an 
agency that is doing a good job, mov
ing us in the direction of greater effi
ciency, helping this Government run 
and to serve the public as well as re
spond to the needs of the business com
munity when they come before these 
agencies, in a way that makes sense 
rather than continuing in ways that 
are inefficient. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the Members to 
vote "no" on this amendment. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in support of the 
amendment of my good friend and col
league, the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. ISTOOK], to eliminate the Adminis
trative Conference of the United 
States. I think this is a legitimate de
bate we are having over this particular 
council and another one that we are 
going to talk about a bit later, which 
gives people an opportunity to come 
forth and really show the justification 
of why we should continue spending 
tax dollars on various agencies. Our 
former colleague and former Secretary 
of Labor, Lynn Martin, once made a 
comment that she did not believe in re
incarnation but if she did, she would 
like to come back to Earth as a Fed
eral program because that is the only 
thing that she knew that had eternal 
life. And I think there is maybe a lot 
more fact than fiction in that particu
lar comment. 
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I have had a lot of my good friends, 

a lot of my colleagues on this side of 
the aisle who have let me know that 
they support the Conference and sup
port it very strongly. But I believe we 
have got to find some place to start 
making some tough choices, and I do 
not see so far in the debate we have 
had, evidence that this particular 
group has contributed to the economy 
of this country to such an extent that 
they therefore should continue on. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is a rel
atively small amount of money, obvi
ously, but we have got to start saving 
somewhere. I would like to applaud the 
gentleman from Oklahoma, Mr. 
ISTOOK's amendment and urge everyone 
to support it. I think it is time we can 
show the taxpayers that once an agen
cy is created, it does not have eternal 
life. 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. BRYANT. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I concur with the gen
tleman's statement, that we ought to 
certainly find anywhere we can to cut 
the budget. But when you talk about 
$1.8 million, an agency that the Vice 
President has asked be continued in 
order that it might play the role that 
it has been playing with the National 
Performance Review, that seems to be 
a curious place to start. 

Is the gentleman [Mr. LIGHTFOOT] in 
possession of any studies or any au
thoritative opinions that indicate that 
the Conference should be abolished? I 
am not aware of any. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. We have had a se
ries of hearings on it, and from those 
hearings I was not particularly con
vinced that they justify the continu
ance or the cost of the agency. 

Mr. BRYANT. We held hearings also, 
a hearing in April, and there was not a 
single witness who came forward in op
position to the continuation of this 
agency. And of course we have a spe
cific request from the Vice President 
that this agency continue. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. I appreciate the 
gentleman's comments. Obviously, we 
do not always control the witness lists, 
as well. Again, I think it is a legiti
mate debate. The gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BRYANT] is very much in 
favor of it. Obviously, the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK] and I and 
others have a different opinion. That is 
what we are here for. 

I guess we would probably vote on 
this eventually. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, and ladies and gentle
men of the House, it would be difficult 
for me to summon up a great deal of 
passion opposing this amendment in 
light of the fact that I supported zero 
funding this agency last year. 

Having said that, let me oppose the 
gentleman's amendment and let me 
tell you why. 

First of all, in the interim we have 
had the Vice President's report on re
inventing government. The gentleman 
who chairs the subcommittee is abso
lutely correct. The Vice President spe
cifically pointed out that he believed 
this agency could play a significant 
role in reinventing Government. As a 
result, it is obvious that the adminis
tration, this administration, has fo
cused on this small, important, agency. 

D 1630 
Second, Mr. Chairman, after we zero 

funded this agency in our bill, I re
ceived a number of phone calls, but two 
in particular that I will reference. 

The first call I received was from 
Boyden Gray. Many of my colleagues 
will recall Boyden Gray as counsel to 
the White House under George Bush. 
Now, Mr. Gray and I have worked very 
closely together, not always agreeing, 
on the Americans With Disabilities 
Act, but I have a great deal of respect 
for his legal competence and for his 
views. He urged, in the strongest pos
sible terms, the continuation of this 
agency because he believed that it was 
a very important asset to the adminis
trative processes of the government 
and that in fact, as the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BRYANT] has said, it pro
vided a very useful oversight and advi
sory role with respect to the adminis
trative process. He further stated that 
it was a forum in which many, many 
very able people from the private sec
tor could work, which was pro bono 
work, and in fact we, as a Federal Gov
ernment, obtained a great deal of bene
fit from that work. 

The second telephone call I received, 
shortly after this, was from another 
gentleman who has been in the papers 
recently, the former director of the Of
fice of Management and Budget, Jim 
Miller. Jim Miller, as my colleagues 
know, recently ran for the United 
States Senate in Virginia. Jim Miller 
supported all that Mr. Boyden Gray 
had told me, and he indicated he felt, 
as the former director of the OMB, that 
this little agency performed a very im
portant, cost effective service for the 
Government and for the public, and he 
urged me at that time to fund it. 

Now we came to the floor. We zero 
funded it. We did not add it back on the 
floor. We did go to conference. The 
Senate included it. I recounted to my 
colleagues on the Cammi ttee the opin
ions of Mr. Gray and Mr. Miller. Those 
opinions have now been, of course, sup
ported by and reinforced by Vice Presi
dent GORE. 

In light of that, Mr. Chairman, our 
committee agreed to fund at the 1994 
level, which was a reduction from the 
1995 request. 

I would also tell the Members of the 
House that Sally Katzen, who is with 

the Office of Management and Budget, 
and, because there was a vacancy in 
the directorship, she represented the 
agency at our budget hearing and rep
resented very strongly that it was 
OMB's view that this agency performs 
a very important function. 

For those reasons, Mr. Chairman, I 
would not support the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the comments from the other 
Members regarding this. I would like to 
reassure my colleague, the gentleman 
from Texas, that the origin of this par
ticular amendment is not from any 
angry administrative law judges or 
angry anyone else that has any sort of 
ax to grind against this agency. Who
ever those persons may be, I have had 
no communication with them. 

However, Mr. Chairman, we have had, 
as we have mentioned, hearings last 
year and this year. I would mention 
that as far as supporting the zero fund
ing of this agency, it was something 
which I saw in the subcommittee and, 
thereafter, last year, even though at 
that time the particular head of the 
agency happened to be a constituent of 
mine, happened to be a fellow attorney, 
a fellow Republican, a fellow Oklaho
man, and his arguments, I have to say, 
did not dissuade me either. Certainly 
people who are an alumnus of a par
ticular agency often have an attach
ment to it. We are all familiar with 
that process. However the expertise 
that people have, whether they be part 
of the handful of employees of this 
agency, or whether they be persons 
otherwise employed, that provide pro 
bono assistance to this agency, that ex
pertise remains available without hav
ing to have a special Federal group for 
it. We have hundreds of Federal work
ers through HUD, through EEOC, 
through OSHA, EPA, HHS, the list goes 
on, who work with these regulations, 
who have this expertise, who have the 
ability to share this information and 
who coordinate their efforts on a con
stant and consistent basis without hav
ing to hire additional people just to do 
this under the name of the administra
tive conference. 

If we are serious about trying to 
eliminate 252,000 Federal workers, then 
I think we have to be serious about 
taking a look at an agency that has 
less than 25. That is less than one ten
thousandth of the jobs we need to do, 
so I would urge my colleagues to sup
port this amendment, and I thank the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING
STON] for having yielded this time to 
me. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. IsTOOK]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote, and pending 
that, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Chair announces that pursuant 
to clause 2, rule XX.III, he will vacate 
proceedings under the call when a 
quorum of the Committee appears. 

Members will record their presence 
by electronic device. 

The call was taken by electronic de
vice. 

D 1646 
QUORUM CALL VACATED 

The CHAIRMAN. One hundred Mem
bers have responded. A quorum of the 
Committee of the Whole is present. 
Pursuant to clause 2, rule XX.III, pro
ceedings under the call shall be consid
ered as vacated. 

The Committee will resume its busi
ness. 

Does the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BRYANT] insist on his demand for a re
corded vote? 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, I with
draw my demand for a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The demand is 
withdrawn, and the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
IS TOOK] is agreed to. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

ADVISORY COMMISSION ON . 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For expenses necessary to carry out the 

provision of the Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations Act of 1959, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 4271-79); $1,000,000, and 
additional amounts collected from the sale 
of publications shall be credited to and used 
for the purposes of this appropriation. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ISTOOK 
Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ISTOOK: Page 28, 

strike lines 15 through 23. 
Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, this 

amendment is also dealing with one of 
the other small agencies within the 
purview of our subcommittee in this 
bill. The President, of course, pre
viously, through executive action, ad
vised the public that he was eliminat
ing 284 commissions, and he invited the 
Congress to suggest further elimi
nations. 

This, again, is an agency that 
through action in this House last year 
we had agreed to eliminate by zero
funding it. That was on a voice vote 
during last year's appropriation bill. 

D 1650 
Mr. Chairman, this agency, the Advi

sory Commission on Intergovernmental 

Relations, is also one that many of us 
believe, and I believe, taxpayers would 
agree exists to duplicate the functions 
that are being performed in so many 
other areas. 

Essentially, the ACIR is an assem
blage of a small number of Federal, 
State and local officials that are sup
posedly coordinating the entirety of 
the relations between the tens of thou
sands of persons all around the country 
who are involved in coordinating the 
efforts of Federal Government, State 
government, county government, city 
government and other units of govern
ment. 

Of course, Mr. Chairman, we have a 
multitude of groups that perform simi
lar functions. These vary. 

There is the National Association of 
Intergovernmental Relations Officials. 
There is the National Association of 
Counties, the National League of 
Cities, the Council of State Govern
ments, the National Association of 
Towns and Townships, the National 
League of Cities, the United States 
Conference of Mayors, Democratic 
Governors Association, National Con
ference of Lieutenant Governors, Na
tional Conference of State Legisla
tures, National Governors Association, 
Republican Governors Association, 
Reason Foundation, Sunbelt Institute, 
National Association of State Park Di
rectors, and the list, Mr. Chairman, 
goes on and on and on. 

Mr. Chairman, it is not possible to 
think that a small Federal agency that 
has a budget of slightly over a million 
dollars can somehow be the grease that 
coordinates everything that goes on be
tween all levels of government in this 
country. 

I submit that it exists to give certain 
people a platform from which most of 
what they say goes unnoticed. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a small federal 
agency. It is a Federal agency that we 
do not need. If it were abolished, it 
would not be noticed. The functions 
that it seeks to perform are being per
formed by thousands of other citizens 
already who would be surprised at the 
audacity to think that the Federal 
Government had organized a group to 
be their spokesman on their behalf. We 
have plenty of other spokesmen for 
Federal and State officials. We do not 
need the Advisory Council on Intergov
ernmental Relations. 

I ask the House to repeat the activity 
which it took when this vote was up 
last year on the appropriations bill 
then and zero fund this by passing this 
amendment. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment. The gentleman from 
Oklahoma runs through a litany of dif
ferent organizations, most of which are 
private associations such as the Na
tional Governors Association, the 
Democratic Governors, the Republican 

Governors, the National Council of 
Legislatures, and so on. What this is is 
separate from that. They all have an 
axe to grind at some point. Some of 
them have more of an axe than others. 

This is an organization that I believe 
becomes particularly compelling in 
light of two circumstances. First of all, 
it is the national performance review 
in which the Federal Government is re
thinking its role, its functions for 
many of its agencies and particularly 
its relationship to the States. That 
then leads me to the second major de
velopment. 

That is an interest in this Chamber 
in particular, and I think one cham
pioned by the gentleman from Okla
homa, about the need to be looking at 
States, looking at the State experience 
on different issues. I hear a lot of talk 
on unfunded mandates. I hear a lot of 
talk about other issues supposedly that 
local governments can do better than 
the Federal Government. 

Perhaps in some cases that is cor
rect. But the ACIR is one that brings 
all of that together in a structure 
where we do not have a clear axe to 
grind. 

Mr. Chairman, there are a number of 
issues that are going to be before this 
body, and that the ACIR is dealing 
with. For instance, resolving problems 
caused by Federal mandates on State 
and local governments, achieving more 
effective and inefficient intergovern
mental service delivery, particularly 
with welfare reform and heal th care re
form and infrastructure investment, 
streamlining the Federal aid system, 
re-balancing the intergovernmental 
public finance system to produce more 
efficient outcomes. 

So on a bipartisan basis, the ACIR 
brings groups together and begins to 
hammer out suggestions that are help
ful to this body. For instance, just this 
year, the ACIR, in conjunction with 
the Army Corps of Engineers, put to
gether an infrastructure conference 
and discussed capital budgeting, which 
was a major topic on this floor, and it 
is moving forward on recommenda
tions. Already the process initiated by 
the ACIR has resulted in Executive 
Order 12893, the Principles for Federal 
Infrastructure Investments, promul
gated in January of this year. 

So at a time when people are under
standably saying we need the States 
more involved, we need the local gov
ernments more involved, here is an in
stitutional structure at very low cost 
within the Federal Government. I 
would urge the rejection of the gentle
man's amendment. 

As I say, particularly in light of the 
national performance review and an in
creasing role that this body would be 
playing in that, I think this is not a 
good time to be eliminating that 
source of input to this Congress. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 
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I rise in support of my colleague's 

amendment to eliminate the ACIR. 
This amendment did pass this body last 
year. I believe it is an opportunity for 
us to make the hard choices and face 
reality. Just because something is nice 
does not necessarily mean it is abso
lutely necessary for the Federal Gov
ernment to continue to fund it. 

I once served on the ACIR, and I real
ize they do good work. But when it 
comes to counting the beans, the pot is 
nearly empty. And I think we have bet
ter places to spend the money. 

It is performing a service, I think, to 
let us have its clients pay for the Com
mission's services. As the gentleman 
from West Virginia pointed out, and as 
did the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
ISTOOK], there are a number of private 
groups that are involved with it. Quite 
frankly, I think if they would all divvy 
up a little bit, they could continue to 
keep it in place but fund it from pri
vate sources rather than from the tax
payers. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, the sug
gestion that private associations, 
which perform this effort at coordinat
ing between the different levels of gov
ernment at no cost to the taxpayers of 
the United States, the suggestion that 
a private association has an axe to 
grind is to suggest that only someone 
under the control of the Federal Gov
ernment can speak for the States, that 
someone under the control of the Fed
eral Government can speak for the 
communities, that someone under the 
control of the Federal Government can 
speak for the counties. I do not believe 
that to be the case. 

I do not think that the Federal Gov
ernment needs to appoint a spokesman 
on behalf of every water district or 
school board or county commissioner's 
group or city council or town board or 
State assembly or legislature in the 
country. They appoint their own 
spokesman. They send us delegates. 
They even have lobbyists that they 
hire. 

They have associations. They have 
people that are coming up here con
stantly. Most Federal agencies already 
have an office of intergovernmental re
lations. 

We have private groups that come 
here to petition the Federal Govern
ment for redress of grievances. 

D 1700 
They do not need to be told that we 

are going to decide who speaks for us. 
They can make their own decisions. 

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that 
most Members of this body have never 
had occasion to seek the counsel or ad
vice of the Advisory Council on Inter
governmental Relations to tell them 
how to deal with their constituents 
from these other units of government. 

Mr. Chairman, I myself have served 
in local government and State govern
ment and now in Federal Government. 
Mr. Chairman, I have never, repeat, 
never, had the occasion to need the ad
vice of ACIR, and I submit to the Mem
bers that most Members of this body 
are in the same group. 

Mr. Chairman, if Members have ever 
had to rely upon ACIR to know how to 
deal with their officials back home, 
then perhaps they want to vote for 
this; but if, as I believe, Members are 
in the majority that do not need it, 
then I suggest that Members vote for 
the amendment. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word .. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to speak 
against the amendment to eliminate 
the Advisory Commission on Intergov
ernmental Relations. This is silly. If 
there were no ACIR, we would have to 
invent one. 

Mr. Chairman, I am actually sur
prised that my colleague, the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK] 
would go after this Commission in par
ticular, since this Commission is not a 
commission of spokesmen, it is a com
mission of technicians whose work is 
to help Federal agencies, the Congress, 
the States, and the cities engage in bi
partisan federalism. They coordinate 
the activities of the Federal executive, 
legislatures, State government, local 
government, and private parties to 
come together on issues that require 
the assistance of all of them for solu
tion. 

Because of this unique arrangement, 
ACIR was the first to identify unfunded 
mandates as an emerging issue. They 
found it. They found it before anybody 
on that side of the aisle or this side of 
the aisle found it, and the only reason 
they were able to find it is because, 
uniquely, they have all the parties at 
the table. 

They are still, by the way, the prime 
source for all concerned on this issue. I 
have used them on this issue, and they 
get more calls on the issue of unfunded 
mandates than they do on any other 
issue, because this is an issue they 
have patented as their own, because of 
the expertise they have developed. 

It is these tough financial and tech
nical issues in which they have special
ized, Mr. Chairman. I submit, Mr. 
Chairman, there is no other forum for 
the solution of such problems that puts 
everybody at the table: State govern
ment, local government, private sector, 
Federal agencies, Congress. Increas
ingly, the problems of this society are 
at a level of complexity that if you do 
not have them all there, then some
:J?ody is off the page and solutions elude 
us. 

Mr. Chairman, it is these finance is
sues which stultify this body. Members 
have heard what ACIR has done on the 
National Performance Review. Let me 
give the Members another example. 

Since we have talked about the ACIR 
only in the abstract, let me give the 
Members another example. 

Mr. Chairman, they are working now 
with the Army Corps of Engineers, as 
we have instructed them, meeting co
operatively with Federal, State, local, 
and private officials to help develop a 
Federal infrastructure strategy. If they 
were not doing it, I defy Members to 
tell me which among the existing agen
cies has the range and scope to do it. 

Mr. Chairman, these people do not 
depend exclusively on us for funding. 
They have, in fact, gone out and found 
funding from other sources. Forty
eight States voluntarily give them 
money. Forty-eight States that do not 
have to give them money, help to sup
port them. If you are a State in this 
country today, you do not give some
body money unless you are getting 
something in return. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a small invest
ment, a $1 million investment, that has 
already brought us many millions more 
in return. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
cheap shot. Leave these folks in the 
budget. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise also in opposi
tion to this amendment cutting funds 
for the Advisory Commission on Inter
governmental Relations. It is really 
the last forum in which, Federal, 
State, and local elected officials, as 
well as the technicians that the gentle
woman from the District of Columbia 
[Ms. NORTON] mentioned, meet on a 
very regular basis to consider issues 
which are critical to the smooth oper
ation of our Federal system. 

Mr. Chairman, the fact that Members 
may not have had occasion to person
ally deal with the members of the Com
mission, or have access to their work, 
does not mean that the work that they 
are doing is inconsequential. It is very 
consequential, and it has had enormous 
impact over the years in straightening 
out the very complex relationships 
that exist between the various levels of 
government. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we are going 
to find that the decisionmaking proc
ess has been very definitely aided 
throughout the years by this little
known, very lightly funded organiza
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it has been 
pointed out here that the Commission 
has been given a charge to deal with 
the emerging issue of unfunded man
dates. Until this issue became a na
tional issue, Congress displayed an un
fortunate lack of interest in intergov
ernmental issues, and in the Commis
sion's work in particular. 

Those who have paid attention know 
that it was ACIR which first identified 
the issue of unfunded mandates, and 
that was 20 years ago, before it ever 
emerged on the radar screen in this 
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body or, indeed, elsewhere. For those 
engaged in the debate over unfunded 
mandates, ACIR is one of the few 
sources of objective, historical infor
mation on what has become a very un
fortunate trend which costs States and 
localities billions of dollars and prom
ises to cost billions more. 

Eliminating ACIR this year, in this 
year when this is finally coming to the 
fore as a critical issue, would be, I 
think, a disaster, because that is the 
one agency that really has an histori
cal perspective, has been gathering 
data, has been giving thought and con
sideration to this issue for a long pe
riod of time. Their advice, their coun
sel, their recommendations are going 
to be invaluable as we move to consider 
this issue. 

ACIR is working to answer some of 
the difficult questions on mandates, 
questions which have vexed us from the 
start: For example, how do you define 
a mandate? What is an unfunded man
date? We need them to complete this 
very important project. It is an agency 
that is focused, it has a clear mandate 
to do this, and I think, Mr. Chairman, 
we would be absolutely ridiculous if we 
were to unfund this project or this 
Commission at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just remind my 
colleagues that the Commission this 
year is funded at one one-thousandth of 
the cost of the unfunded mandates on 
States and localities, and that is not, it 
seems to me, an unreasonable price to 
pay. Considering what we are asking 
States and local governments to pay, 
this is a minuscule amount to try and 
straighten out this incredible thicket. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also point out 
that a number of the groups that con
ceivably or purportedly could pick up 
the slack, National Association of 
Counties, National League of Cities, 
National Government Association, it 
was suggested these groups could take 
up the burden which the ACIR is now 
carrying. 

The point is, Mr. Chairman, all of 
these organizations support the ACIR. 
They are solidly behind the ACIR, and 
were very concerned a year ago when 
we were proposing to eliminate the 
ACIR. They must feel that this has 
utility, that it has merit and value. 
Mr. Chairman, I would urge in the 
strongest possible way that this 
amendment be defeated. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to associ
ate myself with the comm en ts that 
were made by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER], as well as 
the gentlewoman from District of Co
lumbia [Ms. NORTON]. They pointed out 
some of the principal reasons why the 
Advisory Commission on Intergovern
mental Relations exists and why it 
must be maintained. 

Mr. Chairman, when we look back 
over recent history in terms of inter-

governmental relations, we will find 
that the ACIR has in fact has been a 
persuasive voice and had a significant 
influence on some of the policies we 
have adopted here in the Congress. 
They do not get any credit for it, it is 
not a particularly visible organization, 
but they have a tremendous amount of 
credibility and professionalism, as well 
as objectivity and bipartisanship. That 
is what guides the commission. 

Mr. Chairman, as we all know, during 
the 1960's and 1970's there was an atti
tude on the part of the Federal Govern
ment, the Feds could do almost every
thing better, more equitably, we were 
more progressive and so on. We gradu
ally assumed more and more respon
sibility from States and localities. 

Whether the accusations that were 
leveled at States and localities were 
true or not, they are no longer true 
today. One of our principal objectives 
has got to be to devolve some of those 
responsibilities now that we have 
taken on at the Federal level, give 
them back to States and localities 
where States and localities can imple
ment them in a fair, responsible, par
ticularly fiscally responsible way, and 
in a way that is consistent with the 
priorities of local communities. That is 
what the Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations is focus
ing on today. 
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consultant to the National Perform
ance Review. In fact, they were an in
tegral part of that effort to consolidate 
Federal programs, to devolve some of 
the Federal responsibility, to beef up 
the capacity of States and localities to 
carry out programs in a way that best 
meets the priori ties of the citizens 
within communities who pay the 
money, who are most affected by the 
quality of schools, of public safety and 
the like. 

They made these recomme·ndations, 
they largely result in the National Per
formance Review. It is now up to us to 
act on those National Performance Re
view recommendations. One aspect of 
that is going to be the issue of un
funded Federal mandates as that is in
tegral to the role of the Federal Gov
ernment versus States and localities. 

Mr. Chairman, we cannot pass the 
kind of legislation that addresses the 
problems that we know need to be ad
dressed in terms of all the mandates 
that are being put upon States and lo
calities without the money accompany
ing them to meet those mandates. 
What will be the effect if we go ahead 
and pass an unfunded mandate bill that 
says there will be no more Federal 
mandates unless they are fully funded? 
What will be the impact on the regu
latory bodies, on the environment, on 
public works, on many other social 
programs that people are dependent 
upon? We do not have adequate infor-

mation. We need to acquire that kind 
of information. That is exactly what 
ACIR is doing today. They are doing 
that objective, bipartisan analysis of 
what role can States and localities as
sume that the Federal Government is 
now doing and ·perhaps not doing as ef
ficiently as it could. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know what 
their recommendations are going to be, 
because they are objective. They do not 
represent any particular perspective. 
They are not funded by the States, 
they are not funded by localities, they 
are not funded by the Federal Govern
ment exclusively or by the private sec
tor. As the gentlewoman from the Dis
trict of Columbia [Ms. NORTON], said, if 
there was not an Advisory Commission 
on Intergovernmental Relations, we 
would have to create one, create one 
that would give us the kind of objec
tive perspective that the ACIR gives 
us. 

Mr. Chairman, it is important to rec
ognize that the ACIR traditionally was 
funded at about $2.6 million, we have 
cut it to almost a third of the funding 
that it is used to having available, and 
yet it has not cut back on the scope of 
its activities. This is a very important 
organization. If we cut this out, I 
promise one day we are going to be on 
the floor trying to create it again. It 
has been in existence for 35 years, the 
people who work with it are the best 
testament to its importance, to its ob
jectivity and to its professionalism. I 
would strongly urge my colleagues to 
maintain the Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations. For the 
paltry sum of $1 million, it sure gives 
us advice that is worth far more than 
the amount of money it costs us. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise with regret to 
oppose the amendment, and I say "with 
regret" because I think the entire 
house should commend a Member who 
is willing to go through the budget 
item by item by item and to propose 
those expenditures which in the Mem
ber's opinion we can eliminate. I per
sonally supported the previous amend
ment which passed the committee 
sponsored by the gentleman from Okla
homa. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment, though, because I 
think the Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations has been 
a bit mischaracterized. It has been 
characterized as do we really need as 
Members of Congress, for example, to 
call them to ask their advice on how to 
deal with our counterparts in State 
and local government. That is not real
ly, of course, the function of the Com
mission. 

The Commission, by being con
stituted with commissioners from the 
Federal level of Government, the State 
level of government and from local 
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governments attempts to be a forum to 
examine and discuss policies and to try 
to resolve the problems that exist, now 
perhaps in a more complicated fashion 
than ever, between the different levels 
of government. 

Mr. Chairman, as several speakers 
have already indicated, the prime sub
ject which the Commission is studying 
now is unfunded mandates. If the Com
mission can, through its role of proc
essing information, come up with even 
part of the solution to that problem, a 
pro bl em that has been complained 
about on the House floor as well as by 
our counterparts in State and local 
government, I think it is an expendi
ture well-made. Therefore, I urge that 
we preserve the Commission and reject 
the amendment. 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment offered by my col
league, the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. ISTOOK] to eliminate funding for 
the Advisory Commission on Intergov
ernmental Relations. I commend him 
for his efforts to cut unnecessary fat 
out of a budget which is in excess of $1 
trillion but at this time I think he is 
looking in the wrong place. He can be 
penny-wise and pound-foolish in this 
particular item. 

The Advisory Commission on Inter
governmental Relations was estab
lished to ensure coordination between 
the different levels of Government. It 
is uniquely qualified to provide us with 
the expertise to give technical assist
ance on current issues at every level of 
Government, from here in the Congress 
to the most local level of government. 
As a former member of the municipal 
council of the city of Newark, NJ, a 
member of the county commission, the 
Essex County NJ Board of Chosen 
Freeholders, and a NJ State commis
sioner of the hospital rate setting com
mission, I realize the importance of co
ordination between the various levels 
of government and the interdependence 
of one level to the other. 

The Commission has garnered an im
pressive body of research on intergov
ernmental issues and has convened reg
ularly to develop consensus on issues 
important at every level of govern
ment. 

It is easy for us here in the Congress 
to become removed from issues that af
fect the very people who elected us 
here and to vote on them without hav
ing the foggiest idea as to how they 
will impact the local governments and 
the communities that they serve. The 
Advisory Commission is an invaluable 
resource at providing a holistic picture 
of the issues before us. 

Most of my colleagues are very con
cerned about the issue of unfunded 
mandates. This organization is a prime 
source of information for everyone in
volved in this very important debate. 

I was pleased when my colleagues ac
cepted my proposal to have the Advi
sory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations take the lead in overseeing 
the implementation of the rec
ommendations and principles set out in 
Vice President GORE'S National Per
formance Review, his plan for reinvent
ing government. 

The Advisory Commission on Inter
governmental Relations, under the 
leadership of the newly appointed 
chairman, William F. Winter, the 
former Governor of Mississippi, is en
joying a new surge of energy. President 
Clinton attended the reorganizational 
meeting last year to lend his interest 
and support of our task. The ACIR has 
adopted an ambitious new agenda to 
take on the challenges facing our Na
tion today. Mr. Chairman, I urge my 
colleagues to oppose this amendment 
so that it may continue its work. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I also rise in opposi
tion to this amendment as I did last 
year. This has been funded by the pre
vious two administrations and this Ad
ministration as expressed by the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLINGER], the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF], and by others on 
our side of the aisle. 

Mr. Chairman, I had the opportunity 
in the early 1970's to work with the 
ACIR. I believe, as has been stated, 
they are a valuable resource for the 
Federal, State, and local governments. 
I think it would be, as someone has 
said, penny-wise and pound-foolish to 
eliminate this agency. 

Mr. Chairman, $1 million is a signifi
cant sum of money. But when we divide 
that between 50 States, thousands of 
municipalities and the Federal Govern
ment, it becomes a very small sum as 
it relates to each and every instrument 
of Government which it serves. As a re
sult, I think it is a wise investment, 
and I would hope very much that the 
body would concur with two previous 
Administrations and this Administra
tion that this organization is worth
while and provides a service that will 
save the Government money and will, 
in fact, help the Government divide re
sponsibilities between its various lev
els. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also observe 
in closing, the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. PAYNE], mentioned that 
Gov. William Winter, the former Gov
ernor of the State of Mississippi, now 
heads this organization. The Governor 
testified before our committee. I share 
the gentleman from New Jersey, Mr. 
PAYNE'S view that Mr. Winter is rein
vigorating the Advisory Committee's 
work, I believe we will find it even 
more effective than it has been in the 
past, and I urge the House to reject 
this amendment which eliminates it as 
an active agency of our Government. 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 

number of words, and I yield to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
ISTOOK]. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Alabama for yield
ing. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is obvious 
when occasionally we strike a nerve 
when we have people fearful that the 
Federal Government is going to elimi
nate a program that spends $1 million. 
Supposedly the program exists to do all 
the coordination, the communication, 
grease the wheels, if you will, between, 
and somebody gave me this figure, 
86,000 units of State and local and Fed
eral Government in this country. 
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fund for a million dollars is going to be 
handling that coordination? If so, Mr. 
Chairman, I submit we ought to change 
that to the Advisory Council on Inter
governmental Magic rather than Inter
governmental Relations. 

There is an encyclopedia that is pub
lished. This is just the cover page of 
the Encyclopedia of Governmental Ad
visory Organizations, the 1994-1995 edi
tion. It is a reference guide to over 
6,500, I repeat those numbers, a guide 
to over 6,500 permanent, continuing, 
and ad hoc U.S. Presidential advisory 
committees, congressional advisory 
committees, public advisory commit
tees, interagency committees, and 
other government-related boards, pan
els, task forces, commissions, con
ferences, and other similar bodies serv
ing in a consultative, coordinating, ad
visory, research, or investigative ca
pacity. 

We have 6,500 of these around this 
country, and people here are saying we 
cannot do without one to cut Federal 
spending by $1 million. 

Now, I realize in the Government of 
the United States and in our budget, $1 
million is the Federal equivalent of 
picking up a penny off the sidewalk. 
Mr. Chairman, I tried to teach my kids 
pick up those pennies. They are going 
to add up. Benjamin Franklin taught 
us a penny saved is a penny earned. 
But, you know it is still not a penny, it 
is still a million dollars. It is still du
plicating what is done in almost every 
Federal agency that we have. 

They have their own intergovern
mental relations office. We are con
stantly petitioned and visited by peo
ple representing the State and local 
and area governments, and we have 
6,500 'advisory groups that seem to 
think that they can advise us. 

Why do we say that the Federal Gov
ernment has to be in charge to have 
just one more to pile on top of all the 
other Federal spending to pile on top of 
all the other national debt? I do not 
think anybody here depends upon the 
ACIR to make their decisions, and it is 
the height of audacity for someone to 
think that this is the agency that co
ordinates the problems with unfunded 
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mandates or the national performance 
review or anything else. That is ridicu
lous. 

It is just another group that has been 
sucked in to play minor roles in almost 
everything, and such a minor role that 
it will not be missed. 

I would urge everyone, Mr. Chair
man, to adopt this amendment to save 
the million dollars. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 223, noes 210, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Brewster 
Browder 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Chapman 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Costello 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Deal 
De Fazio 
De Lay 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fingerhut 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Furse 

[Roll No. 240) 

AYES-223 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
Lambert 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Mann 
Manzullo 

Margolies-
Mezvinsky 

Markey 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Meehan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Neal (MA) 
Nussle 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Penny 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Sanders 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 

Shepherd 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith <OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stark 
Stearns 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barlow 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Blute 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 

Cooper 
Ford (Ml) 

Stenholm 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Torkildsen 
Torricelli 
Upton 

NOES-210 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gingrich 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Grams 
Gutierrez 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Lazio 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Manton 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McDermott 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 

NOT VOTING-6 
Reynolds 
Rostenkowski 
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Valentine 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Neal (NC) 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Price (NC) 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stokes 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tejeda 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Walker 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

Sharp 
Washington 

Messrs. SUNDQUIST, QUILLEN, and 
DOOLEY changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Mr. POMEROY changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

COMMITTEE FOR PURCHASE FROM PEOPLE WHO 
ARE BLIND OR SEVERELY DISABLED 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Committee 
for Purchase From People Who are Blind or 
Severely Disabled established by the Act of 
June 23, 1971, Public Law 92-28; $1,682,000. 

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971, as amended; $27 ,106,000, of which 
not to exceed $5,000 shall be available for re
ception and representation expenses. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LIVINGSTON 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LIVINGSTON: On 

page 29, line 12, strike "$27,106,000" and in
sert ''$23,564,000''. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment would reduce the 1995 ap
propriation for the Federal Election 
Commission from $27.1 million to 
$23.564 million, which represents the 
fiscal year 1994 level. In 1990, Mr. Chair
man, the Federal Election Commission 
got $15.3 million. The next year it got 
an 11.9-percent increase. The next year 
after that, a 9.7-percent increase. Fol
lowing that year it got an 11.8-percent 
increase. And in 1994, which brings us 
to the level that I want to keep us at, 
it got a 12-percent increase. 

So, Mr. Chairman, since 1990, when 
the FEC level was $15 million, and this 
last year the FEC asked for almost $22 
million, or a 34.9-percent increase. 
Even OMB could not swallow that; the 
Office of Management and Budget 
agreed to a 15-percent increase, at a 
level in the bill of roughly $27 million. 
Interestingly enough though, Mr. 
Chairman, OMB's request intended to 
provide $4 million in fenced-off money 
for a computer upgrade which would 
speed efficiency of the FEC. 
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extra $4 million, over and above the fis
cal year 1994 levels, but did not fence 
off the computer money. So the money 
will be used for additional personnel 
and personnel expenses, but not for any 
computer upgrade. In other words, 
there is not going to be any improve
ment in the FEC after we spend the ad
ditional $4 million. 

We do have a 15-percent increase, and 
the FEC still cannot afford to improve 
their computers. And that is only one 
example of how the Federal Elections 
Commission has failed to prioritize 
their efforts effectively. 

There is a strong concern among can
didates and political committees that 
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the FEC has become a burdensome bu
reaucracy, which makes running for of
fice and participating in the electoral 
process a complex and dangerous en
deavor. The FEC has spun out so many 
regulations over the years and dragged 
on so many enforcement cases, and yet 
performed so few audits in House and 
Senate elections, that I fear what is 
happening is that the Federal Elections 
Commission is making criminals out of 
honest folk, while it does not effec
tively deter the serious offender. 

I am concerned about the FEC's deci
sion last December to dismiss 137 en
forcement cases, showing that the FEC 
is not able to carry out its duties in a 
timely and efficient manner. They just 
wipe the troublesome cases off the 
books. 

I am reluctant to vote for extra 
money for this Government agency 
that is not capable of fulfilling its re
sponsibilities. Over the last couple of 
years, I have proposed 11 amendments, 
at least, to the authorizing committee 
on which I serve with the distinguished 
chairman, the gentleman from Wash
ington, [Mr. SWIFT] but none of my 
amendments and none of the gentle
man's amendments have ever seen the 
light of day. 

We have not changed this commis
sion since its inception 20 years ago. It 
needs improvement, it needs to be up
graded into the modern computer age, 
and it never gets attention, because an 
authorization bill never gets passed. 
Hence, my need to come before the 
House on an appropriations bill and try 
to send a message to the Federal Elec
tions Commission that they are not 
doing their job, and, if you are not 
doing your job, you need no more 
money. 

While the FEC complains about not 
having the resources to handle its 
workload, it has continued to promul
gate such new regulations on how Fed
eral candidates can spend campaign 
funds . It appears that the FEC is still 
actively searching for more and more 
activities to regulate, while not ade-

Type of committee 

quately addressing the agenda c~r
rently on its plate. 

Over regulation and inability to 
prioritize has tied the FEC in knots, 
while it has mystified candidates and 
their supporters above how they can 
exercise their first amendment right to 
participate in the electoral process. 

The FEC has only conducted 17 au
dits of House candidates in 9 years: two 
in 1985, two in 1986, and six in 1987; but 
in the years 1988, 1989, and 1990, zero; 
and in 1991, three, 1992, four, and 1993, 
four. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Louisiana has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LIVING
STON was allowed to proceed for 5 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, 
they have taken up to 8 years to con
duct audits of presidential campaigns, 
only recently finalizing some of the 
1988 presidential audits and enforce
ment actions. The FEC dismissed 137 
ongoing cases in December of 1993 be
cause of its inability to keep up with 
the caseload, as I have noted. A truly 
wonderful example is an audit they 
began of a Texas Republican congres
sional committee in July 1985, and yet 
they didn't reach a final decision on 
that audit until July 10, 1992, some 7 
years later. 

During that case, the matter was in 
the hands of the Commission for 73 
months, while the Texas Republican 
congressional committee responded to 
all the FEC requests in the short space 
of 11 months. 

In an unbelievable twist, after wait
ing 84 months to reach a conclusion in 
the case, the FEC issued an ultimatum 
that the case had to be settled within a 
couple of weeks, or a lawsuit would be 
filed prior to June 5, 1993, during the 
special election for the U.S. Senator 
from Texas. The FEC procrastinated 
for 84 months, and suddenly chose to 
threaten the new Senate candidate just 
before the election. 

That is either rank partisanship, or 
at the very least, ineptitude, and cases 

AUDIT REPORTS ISSUED BY FEC 1985-93 
[Non-presidential committees) 

1985 1986 1987 1988 

Senate candidates .............................. .. .. ................. . ...................... .. ... .. .. ........ .. .. . 
House candidates .................. ...... .......... ..... ........................ ............ .... .. .................... . 
National parties ............................. .... .... . ......................................................... . 
Other parties 1 .•... .•••. .••...••.. .••• 

PAC's .................................. . 

Total ......... ............... . 

I Includes minor national, state, and local party committees. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, Feb. 14, 1994] 

CONGRESS' REPRESENTATIVE TO ELECTION 
COMMISSION HAS SIX-FIGURE SALARY, BIG 
OFFICE AND LITTLE TO DO 

(By Rick Wartzman) 

WASHINGTON.-Douglas Patton has a great 
government job. He has a six-figure salary, a 
big office, a secretary and an assistant. 

Just one thing is missing: For the past few 
months he has had relatively little to do. 

IO 12 

Since 1976, Mr. Patton has served as 
Congress's nonvoting representative on the 
Federal Election Commission, the agency 
that oversees the campaign-finance laws. 
Critics have long sneered at the position, ar
guing that it's absurd for a group that is 
being regulated to have a seat at the regu
lator's table. 

Last October, the U.S. Court of Appeals 
here took essentially the same view. It ruled 
that the inclusion of congressional employ
ees on the FEC violates the constitutional 

like it are reported by many attorneys 
who practice before the Commission. 
They are just some examples of the 
wrongs committed by the FEC. 

The partisanship could have some
thing to do with the fact that the gen
eral counsel of the FEC just happens to 
have been a former employer of Ralph 
Nader. Maybe, maybe not. 

One episode clearly demonstrates the 
FEC's partisan bias. Last year the D.C. 
Circuit Court ruled in FEC versus The 
National Rifle Association that Con
gress exceeded its authority when plac
ing its agents, the Secretary of the 
Senate and the Clerk of the House, on 
the Commission as nonvoting ex officio 
members. The Court said the makeup 
of the Commission was unconstitu
tional, thereby calling into question 
every single decision by the FEC since 
its inception. 

One would think the FEC would 
quickly remedy the situation and re
move the special deputy of the ex 
officio members from the Federal Elec~ 

tions Commission. But the FEC decided 
to allow the ex officio special deputy to 
keep office space inside the Commis
sion and to provide him with an ad hoc 
secretarial staff assistant, not to men
tion his $100,000-plus salary. 

The special deputy should not be 
there. He has been told by the court 
that he makes the whole process ille
gal, yet he is still in the building, and 
this kind of decisionmaking does not 
make me enthusiastic about support
ing a 15-percent increase in the FEC's 
budget. 

My amendment would freeze the 
funding of the Federal Election Com
mission at the 1994 figure. We should 
not reward the FEC's poor performance 
with a 15-percent increase, and there
fore I move the adoption of my amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I include the following 
chart and Wall Street Journal article 
for the RECORD. 

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 

10 

separation of powers between the legislative 
and executive branches of government. 

While the case is pending before the Su
preme Court, Mr. Patton has been unable to 
participate in closed-door commission meet
ing and has been forced to turn back all con
fidential FEC documents in his possession. 
That has left some wondering just what he 
does all day for a salary that in 1993, accord
ing to congressional payroll records, totaled 
$108,234. 



13074 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE June 15, 1994 
"This guy is just sitting there . . . and 

taking up space," charges Rep. Bob Living
ston of Louisiana, who is the ranking Repub
lican on the House subcommittee on elec
tions. 

IN CONSTITUTIONAL LIMBO 

Only in Washington, it seems, could some
one find himself in Mr. Patton's predica
ment: stuck in constitutional limbo, unable 
to carry out a job that is hard to justify in 
the first place. 

Mr. Patton, who carries the title of special 
deputy, declined to comment. 

Over the past few weeks, Mr. Patton's sta
tus has caused great consternation inside the 
FEC. Mr. Patton's boss, Clerk-of-the-House 
Donnald Anderson, asked the FEC to allow 
the special deputy to maintain his ninth
floor office at the agency's downtown head
quarters until the Supreme Court resolves 
the matter. After some hand-wringing, the 
FEC's six voting members-three Democrats 
and three Republicans-agreed to do so. 

STAFF CUTS 

Meanwhile, some FEC officials are grum
bling privately that Mr. Patton gets to keep 
his job while the FEC is slated to be squeezed 
by the Clinton budget released last week; 
under the president's plan, the FEC says it 
would be forced to cut 33 staff positions. 

How Mr. Patton is earning his pay these 
days isn't clear. Trevor Potter, the FEC 
chairman, notes that he hasn't seen Mr. Pat
ton sitting in the audience at any of the 
agency's public meetings. But FEC officials 
say Mr. Patton sends his assistant to keep an 
eye on things. And some figure Mr. Patton 
can keep pretty busy fielding calls from 
members of Congress who have questions 
about the election laws. 

Raymond Colley, the deputy clerk of the 
House, says he won't discuss Mr. Patton's 
situation, except to suggest that Mr. Patton 
continues to play an important liaison role 
at the FEC. "He's still our eyes and ears 
there," Mr. Colley says. 

Of course, to critics of the special deputy 
slot, that's precisely the problem. Some, like 
Rep. Livingston, believe it's unfair that be
cause the Democrats control both the House 
and Senate, it's the Democratic leaders who 
get to select two special deputies, while the 
GOP picks none. The Senate special deputy 
retired last September and hasn't been re
placed. 

NOTHING BUT A SPY 

But others think the issue is more fun
damental. They contend that the special dep
uty- no matter which party appoints him-is 
nothing but a spy in the FEC's midst. "There 
is no legitimate rationale" for the post, says 
Larry Sabato, a professor of government at 
the University of Virginia. With such a 
setup, " this is a commission guaranteed to 
fail." 

The special deputy positions have been 
around since the early days of the FEC, 
which was established in the aftermath of 
Watergate. At first, the FEC had eight com
missioners. Six of them-two picked by the 
president, two by the House and two by the 
Senate-were voting members. In addition, 
the Clerk of the House and the Secretary of 
the Senate each got to act as nonvoting 
members of the FEC. But in 1976, the Su
preme Court ruled that such an arrangement 
violated the separation-of-powers principle. 
So Congress rewrote the rules: The president 
would appoint and the Senate confirm all six 
voting members of the FEC. 

Yet despite a stern warning from Antonin 
Scalia-who was then a senior Justice De
partment official and is now a Supreme 

Court justice-that the presence of congres
sional representatives " perpetuates a serious 
constitutional issue," they remained part of 
the FEC. 

"Congress was real nervous and I guess 
they wanted to keep an eye on the commis
sion," says Rep. Al Swift, the Washington 
Democrat who heads the House subcommit
tee on elections. "They're still not our favor
ite agency because they regulate us," he 
adds. "But that high-level of paranoia bas 
since abated into a simmering one." 

Scott Thomas, an FEC commissioner who 
has been with the agency since 1975, says 
that having the special deputies around 
doesn' t make things uncomfortable. " I 
haven't really seen any kind of improper in
fluence," says Mr. Thomas, a Democrat. 

Republican Joan Aikens, who has been an 
FEC commissioner since the agency's cre
ation, says that the special deputies often 
bring added perspective to deliberations. 
"When questions arise on various issues, 
they can provide useful information, "she 
says, noting that Mr. Patton, for example, is 
a director of First National Bank of Mary
land/DC. 

FOWLER APPOINTMENT 

But such sanguine feelings haven't kept 
the special deputy post from becoming em
broiled in controversy. After be lost his Sen
ate seat last year, Georgia Democrat Wyche 
Fowler was named a special deputy-even 
though the FEC bad gotten complaints alleg
ing that Mr. Fowler and Paul Coverdell, his 
Republican opponent who won the election, 
bad received excessive campaign contribu
tions from their respective national parties. 

Mr. Fowler, who has since left the FEC for 
a private law practice, insists that his sole 
mission at the agency was to help bring 
along campaign finance reform legislation. 
"I'd like to think I made a contribution," he 
says. 

Last fall 's appeals court decision has led to 
its own difficulties. The case involved a chal
lenge by the National Rifle Association of an 
FEC ruling concerning a transfer of $416,000 
from one branch of the NRA to the gun 
group's political action committee. The ap
peals court agreed with the NRA that the 
FEC couldn't pursue the case because of the 
separation-of-powers problem. Now, seven 
other FEC rulings are being challenged on 
the same grounds. Among them are cases in
volving former presidential candidates Pat 
Robertson and Lyndon LaRoucbe. 

As for Mr. Patton, be still bas bis share of 
defenders. "Should he be laid off until the 
Supreme Court case is decided?" Rep. Swift 
asks. " Is that fair?" Nonetheless, the con
gressman recently agreed with Rep. Living
ston to consider abolishing the special depu
ties positions as part of a broader restructur
ing of the FEC. 

In the meantime, Mr. Patton appears to be 
trying to fill his time the best he can. "He's 
here when I leave , and I leave around 6 
o'clock," says John Surina, the FEC staff di
rector. "He seems very busy. But the assur
ance I can give you is that he 's not busy on 
matters he ought not be busy on. " 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a body that 
likes, in most recent times, to talk a 
lot about reform-reform this and re
form that, and reform something else, 
and be purer than the driven snow. We 
have had a great deal of discussion here 
just in the most recent days about the 
need to see that laws we apply to other 
people apply to ourselves. 

The FEC appropriation is an excel
lent place to find out whether we really 
mean all of that, because the Federal 
Elections Commission is essentially an 
agency Congress created to regulate us. 
Now, for all of that rhetoric about how 
we should have everything apply to us 
that we apply to others, let us look at 
the sorry record of what Congress has 
done with the agency that regulates it 
when it comes to our campaigns. 

We have starved it to death year 
after year after year. We have cut it, 
we have pared it back, and we have 
criticized it for not doing its job. 

Make no mistake about it, this vote 
on this amendment is a reform vote. If 
you are for reform, you vote "no," be
cause you cannot be for reform and 
vote to cut the guts out of the agency 
that is set up to supervise our behavior 
when we go out to campaign. But that 
is precisely what this amendment does. 

What the FEC has had to sustain is a 
series of incredibly cheap appropria
tions, beginning in the early eighties. 
This is not an agency that is now sud
denly finding that it is going to have to 
face severe cuts because Congress and 
the administration are finally getting 
down to deal with the deficit. 

D 1800 
This agency gave at the office in 1981 

and has been having its appropriations 
reduced by both OMB and this Congress 
every year since. 

What has the agency had to do? Well, 
they were just criticized in the well be
cause they took a great number of the 
cases, gave them cursory examination, 
and felt that they simply did not have 
the wherewithal to go into them, that 
they were not major cases in any 
event. And they dismissed them. 

They have done other things. The law 
has said for years that they need to 
have available to the public informa
tion on any campaign contribution of 
$200 or more. The FEC for years did not 
even have the personnel to input the 
information to provide it for anything 
below $500. 

If we talk about reform, one of the 
key reforms is that the public can find 
out what is going on. There, in fact, 
have been editorial calls and calls by 
public interest groups that that thresh
old should be $100, that people should 
know where we get any contribution 
for $100 or more. 

The question is, where do we find the 
people? Where do we find the re
sources? Where do we find the time so 
that we can, in fact, provide that infor
mation? 

If we want to make the case that the 
FEC in many instances has not done 
the job the way Congress envisioned, I 
think we have to plead guilty to that. 
But then Congress should also stand up 
and plead guilty to the fact that it is 
the cause of the FEC being incapable of 
delivering on its responsibilities in the 
fashion that they should. 
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If they do not have the money, they 

cannot do it. And we have been cutting 
their appropriation for decades. So if 
we are going to talk about reform, if 
we are going to talk about living up to 
the kinds of things we expect others to 
do, we should start by living up to 
what we have set up as an agency to 
guide us in our campaigns and not keep 
cutting the budget so it cannot do it 
and then piously taking the floor and 
criticizing the agency because it has 
not done a good enough job. 

If I understand the remedy that is 
being offered for the ills at the FEC, 
caused because they do not have 
enough money, the remedy being pro
posed here is give them even less 
money. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SWIFT 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Chairman, the situa
tion in which we find ourselves is we 
are talking seriously about passing a 
big new campaign finance reform law. 
We want to do that because we want to 
clean up campaigns even further. We 
want to do a better job than we have 
done in the past. But we are not going 
to do that on the cheap. It is going to 
cost money. 

And here we are, in the very session 
in which we will no doubt vote on that 
bill, we are cutting the FEC's ability to 
carry out even what it has got already. 

Now, are we for reform or are we not? 
If we are for reform, this vote is "no." 
If we vote "yes," the public can draw 
its own conclusions. 

We are talking about campaign re
form bills and more and more we have 
the calls, as I suggested, to lower the 
threshold in which they have to keep 
records down to $100. And what does 
OMB do? It cuts their budget. And 
what does the Committee on Appro
priations do? It cuts that figure. And 
what does this amendment do? It cuts 
that figure and then says, go out and 
do right. 

They cannot do it, and this vote, 
make no mistake, is about reform. If 
we are for reform and if we are willing 
to put our money where our mouths 
are, vote "no." 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SWIFT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I just 
wanted to make it clear, in fact, the 
committee gave what the OMB re
quested, $27,106,000. I just wanted to 
make that clear. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the committee for doing that. In the 
past, that has not always been the 
case. It is the case of where they tell 
OMB what they need. That gets pared. 
We pare it and there are always amend
ments on the floor to pare it back. 

This is an agency that started out, 
maybe like all agencies did, way back 
when I came here 16 years ago. Maybe 

it had a little fat. That fat was gone 15 
years ago. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

I associate myself with the remarks 
that have been made by the Chairman 
of the authorizing committee. I happen 
also to serve on that authorizing com
mittee with its ranking member, the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING
STON]. 

Clearly, I think most of us believe 
that if we are going to ask this agency 
to perform a task and expect it to then 
perform the task, then we need to give 
it the resources to do so. I agree with 
the remarks of the chairman, the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. SWIFT], 
when he says that we made a very sub
stantial reform. 

The reform in campaign financing 
was to tell the public where money 
comes from to fund their politics and 
their politicians. 

Frankly, I am one of those who do 
not believe that the level of giving 
ought to be reduced. I am one of those 
who does not believe that PAC's, which 
were adopted as a reform to allow 
small givers to come together, are bad. 
But I do believe that the public ought 
to have the information to form a judg
ment on whether or not campaign giv
ing affects the policies of those to 
whom those contributions are made. 

Let me review the bidding just a lit
tle bit on this in terms of the dollars. 
The FEC, which under statute has the 
right to make a budget request directly 
to the Congress, requested $31, 793,000 
for fiscal year 1995. That is $4 million 
more than OMB gave them and $4 mil
lion more than the Committee was able 
to give them. 

This is one of the few agencies that 
we have approved an increase. As I 
said, we took, for the most part, the 
1994 level or the 1995 request, whichever 
was lower. In this case, however, we 
gave an increase. 

My opinion is that the committee 
gave the increase that OMB suggested 
for the same reason that the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. SWIFT] enun
ciated. If we are going to tell the public 
that we believe disclosure is essential, 
then we need to give the resources to 
the agency that we have given the re
sponsibility to oversee disclosure. 

I would urge the Members to reject 
this amendment. 

In addition to their present respon
sibilities, when we pass campaign fi
nance reform, it is the FEC's opinion 
that it will take them an additional $4 
million to carry out the responsibility 
expected of them in the campaign fi
nance reform bill. So the bottom line 
is, the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. SWIFT] is right. 
- If we want reform, if we want disclo

sure, if we want the public to know 
what we are doing, we need to give the 
agency the responsibility to make sure 
this happens and the resources to carry 
out that objective. 

I understand the concern of my good 
friend, the gentleman from Louisiana 
[Mr. LIVINGSTON] with whom I not only 
serve on the Committee on House Ad
ministration but also this committee, 
the Committee on Appropriations. It is 
not an unfounded concern. I look for
ward to working with him in both the 
Committee on Appropriations and the 
authorizing committee as we try to 
make sure this agency operates effec
tively and fairly. 

I urge the Members to reject the 
amendment. 

D 1810 
Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is appro
priate, as we discuss what should or 
should not be done with the Federal 
Election Commission, to remember 
that over the years we have relied on 
the Office of Management and Budget, 
whether it was under the Reagan ad
ministration or the Bush administra
tion or now the Clinton administra
tion, to advise us about what we ought 
to do in expenditures for the Federal 
Election Commission. 

Mr. Chairman, this is from a letter 
dated March 4, 1994. The signature is 
Leon Panetta, Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget. It says this: 

To put the Commission's budget in per
spective, it is worth noting that, compared 
to most agencies, the Commission has re
ceived substantial increases in recent appro
priations; for example, the $27.2 million in 
budget authority the President's budget pro
poses for 1995 is 45 percent over the 1992 level 
of $18.8 million. 

And continuing to quote: "About $4 
million of the increase is for new com
puter capacity. Factoring out that in
crease"-that is, going from the $27.1 
million, factoring out the $4 million, 
and therefore leaving $23.1 million, 
which is the position of the amendment 
of the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
LIVINGSTON]-"does mean that the FEC 
would have a flat budget between 1994 
and 1995." 

Even so, the agency has done very well re
cently. The fiscal year 1995 budget authority 
is $3.6 million over 1993, and in a time when 
most of the government is being asked to re
duce staffing drastically, the Commission's 
full-time equivalent level of 294 people pro
posed in the budget is 10 percent over the 
comparable 266 full-time equivalent the 
Commission had in 1992. 

The Director of the Office of Manage
ment and Budget said that $23.1 million 
is enough, and the number of employ
ees at the FEC is enough. If we give 
them the $27.1 million, we should give 
it to them in increased computer ca
pacity. What will they do with in
creased computer capacity? They will 
do exactly what the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. SWIFT] has passion
ately pleaded for us to do, and that is 
to increase the ability of the FEC to do 
the job, to check returns, to determine 
who gives and who does not give. 
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What has happened in the Committee 

on Appropriations is the fence requir
ing that funds be spent to computerize 
was broken down. The FEC is not going 
to spend that $4 million for the com
puters that would in fact make it bet
ter able to do the job that the gen
tleman from Washington wanted it to. 
What the FEC is going to do is hire 
more people. 

Leon Panetta has already said that 
there are enough people in the $23.1 
million budgets do not add more peo
ple. Breaking down the fence between 
the $4 million for computers and the 
$23.1 million to keep the funding of the 
FEC reasonable, according to Leon Pa
netta, creates a situation in which the 
FEC will add more people, and more 
people will not do a better job, along 
the lines that the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. SWIFT] wants to see 
done. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems entirely ap
propriate that if we do not want to give 
the FEC the money for the computers, 
we should not give them more people. 
Do not take my word for it, that is 
what the Director of the Office of Man
agement and Budget, Leon Panetta, 
said should be done. Leon Panetta asks 
Members to vote "yes" on the Living
ston amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING
STON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 231, noes 197, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Brewster 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 

[Roll No. 241) 
AYES-231 

Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Costello 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Lay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Ford (MI) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Furse 
Gallegly 

Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 

Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
lstook 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mc Curdy 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bishop 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de Lugo (VI) 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 

Meehan 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murphy 
Myers 
Nussle 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Royce 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 

NOES-197 

Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gutierrez 
Hamburg 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 

Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Upton 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Watt 
Weldon 
Williams 
Wyden 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long' 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McDermott 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 

Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal-Allard 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 

Blackwell 
Cooper 
Fish 
Kennelly 

Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shepherd 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swift 
Synar 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 

Thurman 
Torres 
Towns 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

NOT VOTING-11 
Neal (NC) 
Reynolds 
Rush 
Sharp 

D 1833 

Underwood (GU) 
Washington 
Wolf 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair on this vote: 

Mr. Cooper for, with Mrs. Kennelly 
against. 

Mr. RAHALL changed his vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Messrs. QUILLEN, TAUZIN, KLINK, 
and VOLKMER changed their vote 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I wish to engage the 

distinguished chairman of the commit
tee in a colloquy for two purposes, 
first, to thank him for his interest as 
indicated by a letter that he has writ
ten recently on the two-tier system 
that now exists in the administrative 
judges between AJ's and ALJ's, and 
how the chairman inquiringly wants to 
try to accomplish some conversion in 
the near future. 

I want the Chair to know, and I want 
the chairman to know, that I have, as 
he knows, introduced legislation to try 
to bring about that conversion, because 
I think it is in the best interests of our 
Federal employees as they seek justice 
in their various claims not to have to 
be bogged down in perhaps a system 
that is overlapping and perhaps self-de
feating. 

So I ask the Chairman to concur with 
me, if he can, that this problem will be 
one that we will be facing shortly fol
lowing the debate on the present legis
lation. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GEKAS. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his comments. I also 
thank him for focusing on this issue 
and bringing it to our attention. 

We have written, on behalf of the 
committee, for further information on 
this issue that the gentleman just re
ferred to. 

We expect to get some information 
back before conference, and I will be 
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working with the gentleman and with 
our Committee to address this at con
ference, if that seems to be appro
priate. 

Mr. GEKAS. I thank the Chair, and I 
am satisfied with that response. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

FEDERAL LABOR RELATIONS AUTHORITY 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry out func
tions of the Federal Labor Relations Author
ity, pursuant to Reorganization Plan Num
bered 2 of 1978, and the Civil Service Reform 
Act of 1978, including services as authorized 
by 5 U.S.C. 3109, including hire of experts and 
consultants, hire of passenger motor vehi
cles, rental of conference rooms in the Dis
trict of Columbia and elsewhere; $21,341,000: 
Provided, That public members of the Fed
eral Service Impasses Panel may be paid 
travel expenses and per diem in lieu of sub
sistence as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5703) 
for persons employed intermittently in the 
Government service, and compensation as 
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302, funds 
received from fees charged to non-Federal 
participants at labor-management relations 
conferences shall be credited to and merged 
with this account, to be available without 
further appropriation for the costs of carry
ing out these conferences. 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

FEDERAL BUILDINGS FUND 

LIMITATIONS ON AVAILABILITY OF REVENUE 

For additional expenses necessary to carry 
out the purpose of the Fund established pur
suant to section 210(f) of the Federal Prop
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949, 
as amended (40 U.S.C. 490(f)), $366,896,000, to 
be deposited into said Fund. The revenues 
and collections deposited into the Fund shall 
be available for necessary expenses of real 
property management and related activities 
not otherwise provided for, including oper
ation, maintenance, and protection of Feder
ally owned and leased buildings; rental of 
buildings in the District of Columbia; res
toration of leased premises; moving govern
mental agencies (including space adjust
ments and telecommunications relocation 
expenses) in connection with the assignment, 
allocation and transfer of space; contractual 
services incident to cleaning or servicing 
buildings, and moving; repair and alteration 
of federally owned buildings includipg 
grounds, approaches and appurtenances; care 
and safeguarding of sites; maintenance, pres
ervation, demolition, and equipment; acqui
sition of buildings and sites by purchase, 
condemnation, or as otherwise authorized by 
law; acquisition of options to purchase build
ings and sites; conversion and extension of 
Federally owned buildings; preliminary plan
ning and design of projects by contract or 
otherwise; construction of new buildings (in
cluding equipment for such buildings); and 
payment of principal, interest, taxes, and 
any other obligations for public buildings ac
quired by installment purchase and purchase 
contract, in the aggregate amount of 
$4,979,106,000, of which (1) not to exceed 
$507,990,000 shall remain available until ex
pended for construction of additional 
projects at locations and at maximum con
struction improvement costs (including 
funds for sites and expenses and associated 
design and construction services) as follows : 

New Construction: 
Alabama: 
Montgomery, Courthouse Annex, $40,547,000 

Arizona: 
Tucson, Courthouse, $12,241,000 
California: 
Santa Ana, Courthouse, $25,193,000 
Colorado: 
Lakewood, U.S. Geological Survey Labora-

tory/Building, $25,802,000 
Florida: 
Jacksonville, Courthouse, $4,600,000 
Orlando, Courthouse Annex, $7,724,000 
Georgia: 
Albany, Courthouse, $6,000,000 
Savannah, Courthouse Annex, $5,597,000 
Kentucky: 
Covington, Courthouse, $3,100,000 
London, Courthouse, $1,620,000 
Louisiana: 
Lafayette, Courthouse, $5,363,000 
Montana: 
Babb, Border Station, $333,000 
Missouri: 
Kansas City, Federal Building-Courthouse, 

$84,895,000 
St. Louis, Courthouse, $176,863,000 
North Dakota: 
Pembina, Border Station, Sll,113,000 
Ohio: 
Cleveland, Courthouse, $30,048,000 
Steubenville, Courthouse, $3,000,000 
Pennysl vania: 
Erie, Courts Complex, $3,335,000 
Tennessee: 
Greeneville, Courthouse, $3,123,000 
Texas: 
Austin, VA Annex, Sl,430,000 
Brownsville, Federal Building-Courthouse, 

$6,361,000 
Corpus Christi, Courthouse, $6,857,000 
Laredo, Courthouse, $24,341,000 
Virginia: 
Charlottesville, U.S. Army Foreign 

Science & Technology Center, $4,178,000 
Washington: 
Blaine, Border Station, $4,472,000 
Oroville, Border Station, $1,483,000 
Point Roberts, Border Station, $698,000 
West Virginia: 
Martinsburg, IRS Computer Center, 

$7,547,000 
Non-prospectus construction projects, 

$126,000: Provided, That each of the imme
diately foregoing limits of costs on new con
struction projects may be exceeded to the ex
tent that savings are effected in other such 
projects, but not to exceed 10 per centum un
less advanced approval is obtained from the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
and Senate of a greater amount: Provided fur
ther, That all funds for direct construction 
projects shall expire on September 30, 1996, 
and remain in the Federal Buildings Fund 
except funds for projects as to which funds 
for design or other funds have been obligated 
in whole or in part prior to such date: Pro
vided further , That claims i;.gainst the Gov
ernment of less than $250,000 arising from di
rect construction projects, acquisitions of 
buildings and purchase contract projects 
pursuant to Public Law 92-313, be liquidated 
with prior notification to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the House and Senate to 
the extent savings are effected in other such 
projects; (2) not to exceed $815,268,000, which 
shall remain available until expended, for re
pairs and alterations which, beginning with 
fiscal year 1995 and in subsequent fiscal 
years, includes associated design and con
struction services: Provided further, That 
funds in the Federal Buildings Fund for Re
pairs and Alterations shall, for prospectus 
projects, be limited to the amount by project 
as follows, except each project may be in
creased by an amount not to exceed 10 per 
centum unless advance approval is obtained 

from the Committees on Appropriations of 
the House and Senate of a greater amount: 

Repairs and Alterations: 
California: 
Los Angeles, U.S. Courthouse, $24,910,000 
Menlo Park, USGS Building 3, $7,631,000 
Sacramento, Federal Building, $16,574,000 
San Pedro, Custom House, $5,429,000 
Colorado: 
Denver, Federal Building and Custom 

House. $8,896,000 
District of Columbia: 
Ariel Rios-Facades, $3,946,000 
Customs/ICC/Connecting Wing Complex 

(phase 1), $9,662,000 
National Courts, $4,588,000 
Illinois: 
Chicago, Federal Center, $52,982,000 
Maryland: 
Baltimore, George H. Fallon Federal Build

ing (phase 3), $17,179,000 
Woodlawn, SSA East High-Low Rise Build

ings, $19,212,000 
New Jersey: 
Trenton, Clarkson S. Fisher Courthouse, 

$15,675,000 
New York: 
Holtsville, IRS Service Center, $21,313,000 
New York, Jacob K . . Javits Federal Build-

ing, $2,891,000 
New York, Silvio V. Mollo Federal Build

ing, $963,000 
North Carolina: 
Asheville, Federal Building and U.S. Court

house, $7,052,000 
Ohio: 
Cleveland, Anthony J. Celebreeze Federal 

Building, $12,192,000 
Oklahoma: 
Oklahoma City, Alfred P. Murrah Federal 

Building, $5,878,000 
Pennsylvania: 
Harrisburg, Federal Building and U.S. 

Courthouse, $16,903,000 
Philadelphia, Byrne-Green Complex, 

$34. 028 '000 
Philadelphia, R.N.C. Nix, Sr., Federal 

Building and U.S. Courthouse (phase 3), 
$14,730,000 

Rhode Island: 
Providence, Kennedy Plaza Federal Court

house, $8,600,000 
Texas: 
Lubbock, Federal Building and U.S. Court

house, $13,517 ,000 
Virginia: 
Richmond, U.S. Courthouse and Annex, 

$13,899,000 
Washington: 
Walla Walla, Corps of Engineers Building, 

$2,827,000 
Nationwide: 
Chlorofluorocarbons Program, $100,135,000 
Energy Program, $50,803,000 
Advance Design: 
$21,685,000 
Minor Repairs and Alterations, $301,168,000: 

Provided further, That additional projects for 
which prospectuses have been fully approved 
may be funded under this category only if 
advance approval is obtained from the Com
mittees on Appropriations of the House and 
Senate: Provided further, That the difference 
between the funds appropriated and expended 
on any projects in this or any prior Act, 
under the heading "Repairs and Alter
ations", may be transferred to Minor Repairs 
and Alterations or used to fund authorized 
increases in prospectus projects: Provided 
further, That all funds for repairs and alter
ations prospectus projects shall expire on 
September 30, 1996, and remain in the Fed
eral Buildings Fund except funds for projects 
as to which funds for design or other funds 
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have been obligated in whole or in part prior 
to such date: Provided further, That the 
amount provided in this or any prior Act for 
Minor Repairs and Alterations may be used 
to pay claims against the Government aris
ing from any projects under the heading 
"Repairs and Alterations" or used to fund 
authorized increases in prospectus projects; 
(3) not to exceed $127,531,000 for installment 
acquisition payments including payments on 
purchase contracts which shall remain avail
able until expended; (4) not to exceed 
$2,204,628,000 for rental of space which shall 
remain available until expended and (5) not 
to exceed $1,323,689,000 for building oper
ations which shall remain available until ex
pended of which $3,400,000 shall be available 
for essential functional requirements for pri
mary structural, electrical, and security sys
tems of the Bureau of Census, New Computer 
Center: Provided further, That of the funds 
available to the General Services Adminis
tration for the Albany, Georgia, Courthouse; 
Stuebenville, Ohio, Courthouse; Corpus 
Christi, Texas, Courthouse; Providence, 
Rhode Island, Kennedy Plaza Federal Court
house; and the Walla Walla, Washington, 
Corps of Engineers Building, shall not be 
available for expenses in connection with 
any construction, repair, alteration, and ac
quisition project for which a prospectus, if 
required by the Public Buildings Act of 1959, 
as amended, has not been approved, except 
that necessary funds may be expended for 
each project for required expenses in connec
tion with the development of a proposed pro
spectus: Provided further, That for the pur
poses of this authorization, buildings con
structed pursuant to the purchase contract 
authority of the Public Buildings Amend
ments of 1972 (40 U.S.C. 602a), buildings occu
pied pursuant to installment purchase con
tracts, and buildings under the control of an
other department or agency where alter
ations of such buildings are required in con
nection with the moving of such other de
partment or agency from buildings then, or 
thereafter to be, under the control of the 
General Services Administration shall be 
considered to be federally owned buildings: 
Provided further, That none of the funds 
available to the General Services Adminis
tration, except for the line-item construc
tion and repairs and alterations projects in 
this Act shall be available for expenses in 
connection with any construction. repair and 
alteration, and acquisition project for which 
a prospectus, if required by the Public Build
ings Act of 1959, as amended, has not been 
approved, except that necessary funds may 
be expended for each project for required ex
penses in connection with the development 
of a proposed prospectus: Provided further. 
That funds available in the Federal Build
ings Fund may be expended for emergency 
repairs when advance approval is obtained 
from the Committees on Appropriations of 
the House and Senate: Provided further, That 
amounts necessary to provide reimbursable 
special services to other agencies under sec
tion 210(f)(6) of the Federal Property and Ad
ministrative Services Act of 1949, as amend
ed (40 U.S.C. 490(f)(6)) and amounts to pro
vide such reimbursable fencing, lighting, 
guard booths, and other facilities on private 
or other property not in Government owner
ship or control as may be appropriate to en
able the United States Secret Service to per
form its protective functions pursuant to 18 
U.S.C. 3056, as amended, shall be available 
from such revenues and collections: Provided 
further, That revenues and collections and 
any other sums accruing to this Fund during 
fiscal year 1995, excluding reimbursements 

under section 210(f)(6) of the Federal Prop
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
(40 U.S.C. 490(f)(6)) in excess of $4,979,106,000 
shall remain in the Fund and shall not be 
available for expenditure except as author
ized in appropriations Acts. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ISTOOK 
Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. · 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ISTOOK: 
Page 31, line 23, strike "$40,547,000" and in

sert "$39,091,363". 
Page 31, line 25, strike "$12,241,000" and in

sert "$10,980,177". 
Page 32, line 2, strike "$25,193,000" and in

sert "$21,917 ,910". 
Page 32, line 7, strike "$4,600,000" and in

sert "$4,186,000". 
Page 32, line 8, strike "$7,724,000" and in

sert "S7 ,075,184". 
Page 32, line 10, strike "$6,000,000" and in

sert " $5,676,000". 
Page 32, line 11, strike "$5,597,000" and in

sert "$5,294, 762". 
Page 32, line 13, strike "$3,100,000" and in

sert "$2,917 ,100". 
Page 32, line 14, strike "$1,620,000" and in

sert "$1,500,120". 
Page 32, line 16, strike "$5,363,000" and in

sert "$4,971,501". 
Page 32, line 21, strike "$84,895,000" and in

sert "$82,945,635". 
Page 32, line 22, strike "$176,863,000" and 

insert "$159,353,570". 
Page 33, line 1, strike "$30,048,000" and in

sert "$27,523,968". 
Page 33, line 2, strike "$3,000,000" and in

sert "$2,982,300". 
Page 33, line 4, strike "$3,335,000" and in

sert " $2,964,815". 
Page 33, line 6, strike "$3,123,000" and in

sert "$2,863,791". 
Page 33, line 10, strike "$6,361,000" and in

sert "$5,979,340". 
Page 33, line 11, strike "$6,857,000" and in

sert "$6,274,155". 
Page 33, line 12, strike "$24,341,000" and in

sert "$24,260,675". 
Conform accordingly the 3 aggregate 

amounts set forth on page 31, line 15; and 
page 40, line 22. 

Mr. ISTOOK (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, this 

amendment relates to the $508 million 
which this bill expends on Federal 
courthouse construction. 

The bottom line of this amendment 
is that it does not eliminate any of the 
courthouse construction projects. How
ever, it does reduce the total amount of 
spending on courthouse construction 
by $32 million, apportioned among 19 
different projects. It is not an across
the-board percentage. Instead, this 
amendment relates most to those 
which are most expensive in terms of 
cost per square foot. 

Mr. Chairman, now, there have been 
a number of studies recently. There has 
been a great deal of activity in the 
Senate. The GAO has become involved. 
There have been multiple media re-

ports. Some of them questioned the 
construction of Federal courthouses in 
general and questioned the total square 
feet that are being added, and others 
related to what we are doing. 

How many times are we putting mar
ble rather than some other form of con
struction in place? Are we putting in 
hardwood or decorative wood? Are we 
putting in private kitchenettes in 
chambers, multiple law libraries rather 
than shared law libraries, larger space 
than is necessary, and otherwise are we 
increasing the cost to the taxpayers of 
this construction? 

Here is a telling point, Mr. Chairman: 
If you are building a courthouse for 
State government or bcal government, 
it will cost you less than $100 per 
square foot. In fact, a company in Bos
ton that did a report on this reported 
that to build a typical State court
house or local courthouse, the cost is 
$90 per square foot. The State of Ari
zona recently built a new supreme 
court building at a cost of $93 per 
square foot. And I understand that is 
even with the use of expensive stone. 

Yet for a Federal courthouse the av
erage cost is about $200 per square foot, 
more than twice as much as it costs 
the State government to build a court
house or local government to build a 
courthouse. 

D 1840 
We can talk about differences, Mr. 

Chairman, between how you construct 
a Federal courthouse or one for any 
other level of Government, but I do not 
believe we can justify spending twice 
as much per square foot to build it be
cause it is for the Federal Government. 
This amendment is proportional, as I 
say; basically we took a formula and 
we took the projects the new projects 
proposed in this bill, and we calculated, 
or actually the GSA had already cal
culated, the cost per square foot. And 
as to those which exceeded $100 per 
square foot, we are proposing reducing 
the excess above $100 per foot by 25 per
cent. 

Now, this difference in per-square
footage cost is not because of regional 
variations. We have checked with serv
ices that report average construction 
costs in different parts of the country, 
to make sure these were not regional 
differences in construction costs. 

So, for example, Mr. Chairman, the 
bill, as written, has a courthouse in 
Cleveland at $200 per square foot. This 
amendment would reduce the allow
ance to $175 per square foot. There is a 
courthouse in St. Louis that is pro
posed for $187 per square foot; the 
amendment would reduce the cost of 
that building by $22 per square foot. 

The point, Mr. Chairman, is that this 
does not say that everyone has to have 
the same price per square foot, because 
there are regional differences; this does 
not kill anybody's project. But it does 
try to bring a lower level of per-square-



'" ..- • .....- .., ...,.. -..- r --- • - - • • - .. • - - - • • 

June 15, 1994 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 13079 
foot construction expense into this 
process. 

What has been the experience of 
many people is they find that funds are 
over-allocated for construction, and 
then at some stage in the process extra 
expense is added. It may be extra 
space, it may be enlarging something, 
it may be making it fancier, it may be 
using brass rather than cheaper metal; 
it may be any of a number of things. 
But this puts us on record as saying 
that we want to meet the needs of the 
Federal judiciary but we want to meet 
the needs of the taxpayers as well. If 
State and local government can spend 
$90 and construct very fine and satis
factory courthouses, then I do not 
think we need to spend twice that 
much to construct a Federal facility. I 
believe this is a commonsense ap
proach, Mr. Chairman. The bottom 
line, as I say, is that it reduces the $508 
million in this bill for Federal court
house construction by $32 million. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge adoption 
of the amendment. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word, and I rise in oppo
sition to this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all let me put 
in context where we are in Federal 
courthouses. First of all, as the com
mittee knows, last year the committee 
recommended a 10 percent cut across 
the board in courthouse construction 
funding. On the floor we cut an addi
tional 2 percent. So that meant we cut 
12 percent. 

In addition, the administration un
dertook, under Administrator Johnson 
in the General Services Administra
tion, a pause and review of all GSA 
projects that were recommended. In 
that pause and review they rec
ommended that certain savings be af
fected. In fact, in our bill we did, not at 
the administration's request but our 
own initiative, cut an additional $78.2 
million through rescissions. Now, that 
is in juxtaposition to adding $28 mil
lion. 

So that there was a net reduction in 
Federal construction of $60 million by 
the committee at our instigation below 
what the President asked for. That was 
because of the rescission. 

Now, the fact of the matter is there 
is a difference. There have been recent 
news reports on the cost to build Fed
eral courthouses. The reports are f o
cused on the cost per square foot of a 
Federal courthouse versus a country 
courthouse as well as the extra touches 
often found in Federal courthouses 
which could be viewed as too generous 
and too opulent. Frankly, that is why 
we made the 12-percent cut. That is 
why we urged GSA to make a very 
careful review of the Federal court
house proposals. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma, Mr. ISTOOK's amendment is 
across the board, and that is based on 
his view of what the cost per square 

foot for construction of these court
houses ought to be. Let me make it 
clear, however, there has been no testi
mony before our committee with re
spect to this issue 

There were questions asked, but we 
have not had a hearing on all the com
ponents that would be impacted by Mr. 
ISTOOK's amendment. 

Despite the way Mr. IS TOOK may have 
come up with the figures, it is an 
across-the-board reduction, pure and 
simple, similar to Mr. POMEROY's to re
duce the amount available for con
struction of each of the named court
houses. 

Ladies and gentleman of the House, 
Mr. POMEROY intends to offer an 
amendment to reduce by 6 percent the 
courthouses that are being proposed. 
We will support that amendment. The 
reason we will support that amend
ment is the newly recommended court
houses were not subjected to the pre
vious cut last year. We believe, there
fore, that it is fair and appropriate 
that the new courthouses be subjected 
to the same cut. 

I am pleased that Mr. POMEROY's dili
gence brought that to our attention. 
And he has been very tenacious in try
ing to make sure that we have, in ef
fect, such savings as we can make 
while at the same time providing 
courthouses for our people so that jus
tice can be served. 

Mr. ISTOOK's amendment, however, 
also reduces funds for courthouses 
which are beyond the design stage, not 
just new. 

Now, what does that mean? Santa 
Ana and St. Louis and others will cut 
money of their construction, though 
they are under way. They are already 
being proposed and they have been sub
jected, I will tell you again, to the GSA 
timeout and review. What Mr. ISTOOK 
should be interested in, in my opinion, 
is the courthouses which are being ini
tiated this year for which design has 
not yet been complete. 

Quite obviously, if design is not com
plete and the cuts are made, as Mr. 
POMEROY suggests, then in fact that 
can be accommodated. 

Now, I see the gentleman from Cali
fornia, who has one of the major court
houses in this bill, on his feet, and I 
would be glad to yield to him. 

Mr. DORNAN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding and tell him that he as
sumes correctly, I say to my distin
guished colleague from Maryland. 

I cannot speak for the St. Louis 
courthouse, I will let the gentleman 
eloquently do that. However, with a 
heavy heart, and I do not say that sar
castically, I go against my distin
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma. May his tribe increase on 
November 8, at least by 30 people. But 
the Santa Ana courthouse is in an 
earthquake-prone area. After all, we do 
call it the San Andreas fault that runs 
very close to there. Our Santa Ana 

courthouse has already taken about 4 
hits. I point out it is not the charming 
name of Ronald Reagan--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HOYER 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. HOYER. I yield further to the 
gentleman from California, my new
found friend. 

Mr. DORNAN. I will wrap up by say
ing that if Orange County were a State, 
it would be bigger than 19 States. We 
have passed in the past 3 years Okla
homa, with all due respect, Mississippi 
and Arkansas. Look out, Oregon, here 
we come. 

My point is you cannot ask people to 
get in the gridlock of traffic on those 
main arteries between San Diego, our 
second biggest county, and Los Ange
les, our biggest, and spend 3 hours 
going to court and 4 and 5 hours driv
ing home. Orange County is entitled to 
a modern courthouse. It has come 
down-and I will submit this for the 
record-5 times already. We are now 
into the bone of the seismographic 
building to withstand an earthquake. 
So, I repeat, with great pause I will 
have to vote against this amendment. 

I rise today in opposition to the 
amendment by the gentleman from 
Oklahoma that would cut funding for 
construction of the Ronald Reagan 
Courthouse. 

The Ronald Reagan Courthouse in 
Santa Ana, California has already ex
perienced more than its share of cuts. 
Indeed, if every courthouse project in 
the country were scrutinized and held 
to the same standards as the Ronald 
Reagan Courthouse, the budget would 
be in much better shape. 

Let me recite a few facts. Orange 
County's population is greater than the 
States of Mississippi, Kansas and Ar
kansas and 16 others and is rapidly ap
proaching passing the population of 
Oklahoma. Look out Oregon here we 
come. So Orange County right now is 
more populous than 19 States. Cur
rently, the Federal court system in Or
ange County has just three permanent 
courtrooms and three temporary court
rooms which are in modular structures. 
The long-range need of the courthouse, 
however, is for 29 courtrooms. So the 
current facilities, which are spread 
throughout Santa Ana, are obviously 
grossly inadequate. But get this, even 
upon completion of the Ronald Reagan 
Courthouse there will still not be ade
quate space. 

But as we consider this further cut to 
the Ronald Reagan Courthouse, let me 
remind my colleagues that the project 
has already been cut substantially, by 
one-third. It started out as a $168 mil
lion project. It was then subjected to 
cuts of 10 percent and then 2 percent. 
After those cuts, it was subjected to 
the time-out-and-review process, which 
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recommended an additional $25 million 
cut. Eventually, after all this, we ar
rived at the $123 million figure in the 
committee bill. 

The cuts have resulted in substantive 
changes to the courthouse's design. An 
entire floor has been chopped off and 
most of the parking has been lost. 
These are not luxuries that are being 
cut. We have looked long and hard at 
the expenses, and we have cut them, in 
my mind, beyond the bone. 

I believe that although past cuts may 
well have been justified, this additional 
cut attacks the substance of the 
project. 

Furthermore, consider that the citi
zens of Santa Ana, a working class city 
in the center of my district, support 
the project so much that they have do
nated the land for the courthouse. 
Their donation has saved the Federal 
Government $4.5 million. 

And with all due respect to my friend 
from Oklahoma, construction costs in 
southern California cannot be com
pared to construction costs in Tulsa. 
Orange County has one of the most ex
pensive real estate markets in the 
country, especially when you add in 
the increased expenses stemming from 
seismic requirements. Anybody who 
has been to Southern California knows 
what I am talking about. Again it is 
simply ridiculous to think that you 
can build in southern California for the 
same price you can build in Oklahoma. 

Lastly, if this cut goes through, the 
courthouse will have to be redesigned 
for the third time, wasting even more 
taxpayer dollars. This amendment may 
seem penny wise but, in the case of the 
Ronald Reagan Courthouse, it is defi
nitely pound foolish. 

The Ronald Reagan Courthouse in 
Santa Ana, CA has been chopped, 
topped, and scrubbed. And while I have 
great respect for my distinguished col
league from Oklahoma and I applaud 
his commitment to reducing the deficit 
and in probably every other case will 
be supporting him, I must say that in 
this case he is just plain wrong. The 
Ronald Reagan Courthouse, which will 
serve a legitimate Federal function, 
has already been subject to severe cuts. 
I therefore urge my colleagues to vote 
against this amendment. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
from California for his comments. He 
reflects the problem caused by adop
tion of this amendment. To reduce the 
cost per square foot would require a re
design in some instances of these build
ings, which would cost more, not less, 
in the final analysis. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I would be glad to yield 
to my friend. 

D 1850 

Mr. ISTOOK. Just to clarify, I under
stand, of course, Mr. Chairman, what 
the gentleman is saying regarding the 

necessity to redesign in some in
stances, but is he contending that the 
cost of redesign would exceed the 32 
million dollars worth of savings, be
cause we have figures here on what it 
costs to design these buildings today-

Mr. HOYER. It is our contention to 
pause at this point in time. The Santa 
Ana Courthouse, as the gentleman 
knows, at this time is under way, and 
the gentleman has pointed out what is 
going on. To pause at this time, not 
just in the redesign costs, but in delay 
and construction, yes, our premise is 
that it could approximate or exceed the 
savings the gentleman seeks. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I would 
certainly disagree with that conten
tion, but I will seek my own time and 
present those things rather than doing 
it on the gentleman's time. 

Mr. HOYER. In fairness to the gen
tleman, Mr. Chairman, I do not have an 
estimate on that, but the information I 
have is that it is possible to exceed the 
costs so that the savings may be some
what illusory. But the gentleman could 
speak to that question. 

Mr. Chairman, the Members will have 
an opportunity to reduce the cost of 
construction of new courthouses with 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from North Dakota [Mr. 
POMEROY]. The Pomeroy amendment 
reduces funding for the new court
houses which have not yet been de
signed. This .will ensure that savings 
which will reduce the cost per square 
foot will be built into the design of the 
facility. The Committee has included a 
provision in the GSA portion of the bill 
which prohibits the transmission of a 
fiscal year 1996 request for courthouse 
construction which does not meet the 
standards established by GSA and 
OMB. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HOYER 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. HOYER. I am taking this time, 
Mr. Chairman, because I think this is a 
substantive, important amendment, 
but I think there are very important 
reasons to oppose this amendment and 
support the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. 
POMEROY]. 

The committee, as I said, has in
cluded in the GSA portion of the bill 
language which prohibits the trans
mission of a 1996 request for courthouse 
construction, which, as I said, does not 
meet the standards applied by GSA and 
OMB. These standards include bench
marks currently being developed by 
GSA which establish a design for court
houses to lower the cost per square 
foot of these facilities. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, let me reit
erate to the Members of the House that 
we have reduced, not at the adminis
tration's request, but on our own ini-

tiative, by $78 million existing facili
ties, not all courthouses. Let me say, 
as the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
ISTOOK] knows, $30 million of that 
comes out of a reduction in a project, 
frankly, in my district because I was 
convinced that in fact that money 
could be saved without diminishing the 
scope and quality of the project. 

The benchmarks that the GSA will 
come up with will also increase the oc
cupiable square footage from the cur
rent 60 percent to 67 percent, an appro
priate step forward . This effort has the 
effect of lowering the cost by approxi
mately 10 percent. While the discussion 
of cost per square foot for the court
houses is a valid one, of course we have 
not had such a discussion in our hear
ings, and to base an amendment on 
such a proposal without the oppor
tunity to question GSA about the basis 
or the effects of such a reduction on 
their cost estimate in our opinion is 
not warranted. 

Mr. Chairman, I would, therefore, ask 
that the Committee defeat this amend
ment. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. POMEROY AS A 

SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED 
BY MR. ISTOOK 
Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment as a substitute for the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. POMEROY as a 

substitute for the amendment offered by Mr. 
IS TOOK: 

Page 30, line 15, strike " $366,896,000" and 
insert " $361,615,520"; 

Page 31 , line 15, strike " $4,979,106,000" and 
insert ' '$4,973,825,520' ' ; 

Page 31 , line 15, strike "$507,990,000" and 
insert " $502, 709,520" ; 

Page 31 , line 25, strike " $12,241,000" and in
sert " $11,506,540" ; 

Page 32, line 8, strike " $7,724,000" and in
sert " $7,260,560" ; 

Page 32, line 10, strike "$6,000,000" and in
sert " $5,640,000"; 

Page 32, line 11, strike " $5,597 ,000" and in
sert " $5,261,180"; 

Page 32, line 13, strike " $3,100,000" and in
sert " $2,914,000"; 

Page 32, line 14, strike "$1 ,620,000" and in
sert " $1,522,800" ; 

Page 32, line 16, strike " $5,363,000" and in
sert " $5,041 ,220" ; 

Page 33, line 1, strike " $30,048,000" and in
sert " $28,245,120"; 

Page 33, line 2, strike " $3,000,000" and in
sert " $2,820,000" ; 

Page 33, line 4, strike " $3,335,000" and in
sert "$3,134,900"; 

Page 33, line 6, strike " $3,123,000" and in
sert " $2,935,620" ; 

Page 33, line 10, strike "$6,361,000" and in
sert " $5,979,340" ; 

Page 33, line 11, strike " $6,857 ,000" and in
sert " $6,445,580" ; 

Page 40, line 22, strike " $4,979,106,000" and 
insert " $4,973,825,520" ;. 

Mr. POMEROY (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment offered as a 
substitute be considered as read and 
printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Dakota? 
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There was no objection. 
Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, my 

substitute amendment addresses the 
issue addressed by the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK], and I applaud 
him for his attention to the issue of ex
cessive courthouse construction costs 
with a difference in one important re
spect, and that is it addresses con
tracts not yet let, agreements not yet 
made, on behalf of this Government for 
the formal construction of Federal 
courthouses. 

As my colleagues know, we believe 
and talk every day that Government 
ought to be run like a business. Gov
ernment ought to be run like a busi
ness. Well, that is darn right, Govern
ment ought to be run like a business, 
and that means a contract is a con
tract. I think it is bad business to have 
let the construction contracts on these 
projects, and come back through a 
slapdash House amendment this after
noon, and redo those agreements. I 
think the cost savings to be generated 
by the amendment for which I am of
fering this substitute will be uncertain 
in light of design changes that might 
be necessary 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, I would 
point out that the construction costs 
at issue were addressed by an amend
ment I offered last year which added to 
the 10-percent reduction made by the 
committee an additional 2-percent cut 
saving millions for taxpayers across 
the country. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I worry about 
the forward precedent of not holding 
some sanctity to the contracts let by 
the Government. I believe we would 
force an agency like the GSA with so 
many millions of dollars of construc
tion under its authority to rush forth 
the construction so that they would 
not find themselves caught in the 
plight they are presented with this 
afternoon. 

However I believe cuts -can and must 
be made in the construction projects 
for courthouses not yet let. My amend
ment addresses specifically projects 
where I am convinced costs can be cut. 
We have seen examples of excess in the 
construction including expensive mar
ble, soaring ceilings, plush judges 
chambers, and ornate woods. Those are 
just a few of the examples of the waste
ful spending rolled into the Federal 
construction projects for our court
houses. The amendment to cut 6 per
cent from the 13 new courthouses 
would save taxpayers $5.6 million and 
encourage the type of belt tightening 
which taxpayers have rightfully been 
calling for. 

led the way in reducing unnecessary 
courthouse construction costs. Two 
years ago Congress authorized $46 mil
lion for a new courthouse in Fargo. My 
colleagues would not have believed 
what happened on the way to the Fed
eral Treasury. The folks of Fargo, ND, 
said, "That is ridiculous. That is way 
too much of a taxpayer investment. We 
don't care if it's coming right here to 
Fargo. It's too much. Build it for half 
of that cost." And sure enough costs of 
that project have been rolled back 50 
percent. Imagine a community saying 
no to Federal spending right in their 
backyard. 

Mr. Chairman, if Fargo can take a 50-
percent cut, then these new projects 
can certainly take a 6-percent cut. I 
urge my colleagues to support my sub
stitute amendment. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would not want any
one to mistake what the gentleman 
from North Dakota [Mr. POMEROY] pro
poses in his amendment. The Pomeroy 
substitute for my amendment proposes 
reducing spending by $5.6 million. How
ever at the same time it does away 
with the proposed additional $26 mil
lion in spending in my amendment be
cause the Istook amendment proposes 
a $32 million cut, and the Pomeroy sub
stitute seeks to reduce the $32 million 
cut to $5.6 million. So, although we 
agree upon the basic principles of re
duction to spending, there is a signifi
cant difference in the degree. 

Someone mentioned to me, "Well, 
Pomeroy is kind of Istook Lite on 
this.'' I think that what we have is a 
mistaken premise that somehow it 
costs more money to save on these 
projects. There is a mistaken notion, 
perhaps, that these are buildings that 
are almost complete. That is not the 
case. In most cases they are buildings 
that exist only on paper, and I think in 
only two instances in all the bill have 
they even gotten so far as to even 
break ground for site preparation. It is 
not a matter of changing existing con
tracts. It is a matter of saving tax
payers' money. 

Certainly it is common in construc
tion to have change orders, if nec
essary, when the scope of a project is 
changed, especially in the planning 
stages, which is what we are seeking to 
do. That is routine. It happens fre
quently, and the cost is not the cost of 
the change order that is proposed. The 
cost, depending upon the architectural 
fees involved, may be, 10 percent of the 
change orders, and may be even far less 
than that. 

Last year, as I mentioned, the House 
took this step, put a 10-percent cut in · D 1900 
the committee, passed an additional 2-· · The question then is, would we spend 
percent cut offered by me in an amend- 5 percent of $32 million in order to save 
ment last year. I mentioned in that de- that $32 million? And I submit that the 
bate last year, and I mention it again answer to that is yes. I have not heard 
this year because of its direct applica- the opponents of my amendment say 
bility, an example where Fargo, ND, that we have not overplanned. I have 

not heard them say that we need all 
the space, that we need all the trim, 
that we need all the marble, that we 
need all the private baths and the pri
vate kitchenettes and the high ceil
ings. I have not heard that suggestion. 
But that is what my amendment is try
ing to do, strictly to go and cut out the 
frills which routinely pop up. And usu
ally we do not see them until the edi
fice is completed, and we read the press 
accounts of the new Taj Mahal that has 
been constructed at Federal expense. 

Taxpayers going to a courthouse are 
seeking simple justice, not a fancy 
building. As an attorney by profession, 
I can tell you I have been in plenty of 
courthouses and plenty of courtrooms. 
And I can see, and anybody that goes 
into them, can see the difference be
tween a state and local and a Federal 
Courthouse, or the courtrooms. 

I have been in huge courtrooms that 
you rattled around in and the sound 
gets lost. I have seen judges that each 
have their own private law libraries, 
rather than sharing books with the 
judge next door, who may be as far as 
50 or 100 feet away. 

I think we need to meet the needs of 
our judiciary, but we also need to meet 
the needs of our taxpayers. And I sub
mit it would be inappropriate to say let 
us not cut spending by $32 million, let 
us adopt the Pomeroy substitute and 
say that $5 million is enough savings. 

We have got to put a halt to the prac
tice. They have been having hearings 
on this over in the Senate. I have cop
ies of transcripts of much of that. They 
have had the testimony, they have had 
the studies. We simply need to pay at
tention to it. 

Again, I reiterate, this is not a threat 
to a project in anyone's district. This 
does not cancel any project. This mere
ly says we are not going to be as fancy, 
we are not going to have as many frills, 
we are going to use more common 
sense, we are going to save the tax
payers $32 million. 

I request that Members reject the 
Pomeroy substitute and adopt the 
Is took amendment. 

Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, very briefly, I do not 
want to prolong the debate, because I 
am not really completely aware of the 
courthouse contracts that currently 
exist. I do want to strongly support the 
Pomeroy-Dickey amendment, because I 
think it moves us in the right direc
tion. 

Last year, of course, I watched with 
great interest as the gentleman from 
North Dakota [Mr. POMEROY] had dis
cussed the experience they had in 
Fargo, ND. I think his point was very 
well taken. 

On the overall issue, I think really 
we are in agreement, Mr. Chairman. 
The goal here is to try to cut down on 
some of the frills we spend in court
house spending. 
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I think this amendment that the gen
tleman from North Dakota [Mr. 
POMEROY], and the gentleman from Ar
kansas [Mr. DICKEY], have put forward 
accomplishes that goal. It is a way to 
try to save money over the long-term, 
and I think it is a good amendment. I 
strongly support it, and I hope we 
adopt it. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Pomeroy amendment. I believe, as I 
said in the initial debate, that the 
Pomeroy amendment does reach the 
objective the proper way. The reason I 
believe that is because it deals prospec
tively with projects that are not now 
on the ground and in construction as 
the Santa Ana and others are. 

I understand what the gentleman is 
saying, that he believes this will just 
do away with frills. The fact of the 
matter is, as was discussed by the gen
tleman from California, there are other 
things that make costs expensive unre
lated to frills. His happens to be in the 
earthquake fault area, and therefore 
construction requirements are height
ened. 

The fact of the matter is that the 
GSA has had a time out and review and 
looked at existing courthouses with 
the specific objective of reducing frills. 
In fact, we have reduced numerous 
courthouses, as the gentleman knows, 
as a result of that time out and review, 
part of which was in some instances 
scope changes, and others were known 
as value engineering savings. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge the 
House to adopt this amendment. It 
does save about $5.5 million, and it 
does so appropriately, and I think 
without adverse consequences to 
projects that are ongoing. 

I would reiterate, I do not have the 
figures and I cannot therefore say it 
definitively, but it is not just redesign 
costs that are involved here, it is delay 
costs as well. I do not know what they 
would be, frankly, because I do not 
know how long the delays would be, 
but that would be a consequence of 
moving forward and trying to adopt 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe the sub
stitute is appropriate, it will not ad
versely affect us, and will speak to the 
issues raised by both the gentleman 
from Oklahoma and the gentleman 
from North Dakota of excessive costs 
on courthouses. I urge the adoption of 
the Pomeroy amendment. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 
minute. 

The CHAffiMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman may proceed. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I do so 

simply to try to wind it down. 
Since the gentleman from Maryland 

[Mr. HOYER] mentioned the Santa Ana 
Courthouse, that particular project is 

proposed at $123 million. This amend
ment, because of the amount that is 
appropriated this year as opposed to 
prior years, would only diminish that 
$123 million projected by $3.5 million. 
So it is less than 3.5 percent differen
tial on that particular one. 

Furthermore, although the national 
average construction is less than $100 
per square foot, and according to the 
Associated Building Contractors, the 
differential for building in Los Angeles 
is only about 15 percent higher than 
elsewhere in the country. Nevertheless, 
the per square foot cost of this court
house in California is $205 per square 
foot, more than double what I have 
been talking about on the average, 
even though the local differential 
would only be 15 percent. I commend 
that to the gentleman's attention. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from North Dakota [Mr. 
POMEROY] as a subs ti tu te for the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAffiMAN. Pursuant to clause 

2(c) of rule XXIII, the Chair announces 
that he may reduce to not less than 5 
minutes the period of time within 
which a vote may be taken on the 
Istook amendment. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-ayes 302, noes 120, 
not voting 17, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Baker (LA) 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Barton 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Blackwell 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 

[Roll No. 242) 

AYES-302 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Dornan 
Dunn 
Durbin 

Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hamburg 

Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
lnslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McDermott 

Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Brown (FL) 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Crane 
Crapo 
De Lay 
Doolittle 
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McHale 
Mcinnis 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 

NOES-120 

Dreier 
Duncan 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Grams 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson, Sam 

Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Sn owe 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 

King 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kyl 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
McKean 
McKinney 
Meek 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Moorhead 
Murtha 
Myers 
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Nussle 
Oxley 
Paxon 
Petri 
Porter 
Portman 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 

Cooper 
Edwards (CA) 
Fish 
Ford (MI) 
Kanjorski 
McCandless 

Romero-Barcelo 
(PR) 

Roth 
Royce 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 

Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor (NC) 
Towns 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-17 
McCurdy 
Michel 
Neal (NC) 
Reynolds 
Sharp 
Torres 

0 1927 

Underwood (GU) 
Washington 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wolf 

Messrs. BATEMAN, LEWIS of Flor
ida, BEREUTER, COBLE, GUNDER
SON, HANCOCK, SAM JOHNSON of 
Texas, BARRETT of Nebraska, 
HERGER, SAXTON, QUILLEN, SUND
QUIST, MOORHEAD, HALL of Texas, 
LINDER, and BOEHNER changed their 
vote from "aye" to "no." 

Messrs. KOPETSKI, SHAYS, and · 
PACKARD, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, and Mr. CARR of 
Michigan changed their vote from "no" 
to "aye." 

So the amendment offered as a sub
stitute for the amendment was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK], as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute 

vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 393, noes 22, 
not voting 24, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 

[Roll !':lo. 243) 
AYES-393 

Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 

Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 

DeFazio 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly· 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 

Is took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Ma.zzoli 
Mccloskey 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Norton (DC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 

Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rohrabacher 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 

Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 

Ackerman 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bishop 
Brown (FL) 
Bunning 
Clyburn 
Fowler 
Hochbrueckner 

Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walker 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt 
Weldon 
Wheat 

NOES-22 
Hoke 
Lazio 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
McColl um 
McDade 
McKinney 
Meek 

Williams 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Mica 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rogers 
Serrano 
Vucanovich 

NOT VOTING-24 
Boni or 
Clay 
Cooper 
Cunningham 
Edwards (CA) 
Fish 
Ford (Ml) 
Gingrich 

Hunter 
McCandless 
Mccurdy 
Michel 
Neal (NC) 
Reynolds 
Sharp 
Slaughter 

0 1936 

Torres 
Torricelli 
Underwood (GU) 
Washington 
Waxman 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wolf 

So the amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FAWELL 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FAWELL: 
Page 31, line 15, insert "(less $11,427,000)" 

before" of which" 
Page 34, line 16: insert "(less $11,427,000" 

before "' which shall". 
Page 36, strike line 25 and all that follows 

through page 37, line 2. 
Page 37, strike lines 9 through 11. 
Page 38, line 24, insert "and" after the 1st 

semicolon. 
Page 38, line 24, strike the last semicolon 

and all that follows through "Building"on 
page 39, line 2. 

Page 40, line 22, insert "(less $11,427,000)" 
before "shall remain". 

Mr. FAWELL (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, this is 

the first of two amendments that I will 
offer to strike unauthorized and 
unrequested projects from the bill. 
These amendments are supported by 
our bipartisan porkbusters group. 

Mr. Chairman, the first amendment 
strikes three unauthorized new court
house construction projects. These new 
projects are $6 million for a courthouse 
in Albany, GA; $3 million for a court
house in Steubenville, OH; and $6.8 mil
lion for a courthouse in Corpus Christi, 
TX. 

Mr. Chairman, the Albany, GA, 
project is unauthorized and was not re
quested by the administration for fis
cal year 1995. The Steubenville, OH, 
courthouse was not requested by the 
administration and it was not re
quested by the General Services Ad
ministration for fiscal year 1995, either. 
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The GSA study of Steubenville, OH, 
came back with this verdict: 

"Federal space needs can easily be 
met with low cost leases." 

Moreover, it was not authorized by 
the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, which means that they 
are in violation, of course, of the rules. 
That is true with all of these projects, 
but, of course, the rules were waived, 
and so although I would have had a 
right to make a point of order and we 
could have all gone home, I do not have 
that right, and we have to have a de
bate on the subject of striking these 
projects. 

Mr. Chairman, the $6.9 million Cor
pus Christi, TX, courthouse was not re
quested by the administration, it was 
not requested by the General Services 
Administration for fiscal year 1995, it 
was denied funding by the Office of 
Management and Budget, and it was 
not authorized by the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

To the many taxpayers who may be 
listening in at this later hour, what is 
at stake here, I believe, is whether to 
allow a few Members of Congress to cir
cumvent the rules and to spend mil
lions of tax dollars on what could be 
called pork-barrel projects. 

D 1940 
And by that, I mean not sub

stantively referring to those particular 
projects, but I mean that they had no 
authorization, no hearings, no deter
mination of the needs for these 
projects. That is to say, there was a 
complete failure to follow the basic 
procedures in the House in regard to 
spending. 

To taxpayers who want to know why, 
why Congress will not cut unnecessary 
spending, watch the vote on this 
amendment. A vote against this 
amendment is a vote in favor of break
ing the rules of the House and to spend 
$16 million on what I think can be 
called pork-barrel projects. 

And who wants these projects built? 
Neither the General Services Adminis
tration nor the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation that alone 
have the statutory authority to re
quest them via a prospectus. 

In addition, these projects are all 
over the President's budget. How much 
over? Even the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation cannot esti
mate the final cost of these projects. 
There have been no estimates, and 
most important of all, no prospectus. 

Public Works has not had, therefore, 
the chance to really pass on in-depth 
information about these projects. 

The appropriators will say, "Do not 
worry, funding for construction of 
these projects is still subject to the ap
proval of a prospectus by the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transpor
tation." The Committee on Appropria
tions, by the way, then in their appro
priation proceeded to authorize ex-

pendi tures for a prospectus on these 
projects. But, in fact, the appropriators 
know that once the prospectus is under 
way there is no way of stopping this 
train. A prospectus will, in essence, set 
in motion funding for these projects. 

But the underlying law, the Public 
Buildings Act of 1959, gives this power 
only to the General Services Adminis
tration and to the Committee on Pub
lic Works. The Committee on Appro
priations just usurped that power and 
said, "Go ahead now, we authorize you 
to come up with a prospectus.'' 

This is a classic case also, from my 
viewpoint, of legislating on an appro
priation bill. That is against the House 
rules, too. But there is no problem. The 
Committee on Rules simply waived 
that rule, too. 

Furthermore, last year similar lan
guage requiring subsequent authoriza
tion in an appropriation bill was 
dropped by the conference version of 
the Treasury, Postal appropriations. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FAWELL 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, in clos
ing, I would say this: We are being 
asked as a body to approve this spend
ing when neither this body nor the 
GSA nor the authorizing committee 
know the facts. Shall we vote blind? 
No. Because that is why prospectuses 
and authorizations and facts ought to 
precede appropriations. 

This is our only chance, at least inso
far as someone like myself, an average 
Member of this Congress, to ever vote 
on whether to start the funding train 
for these unstudied and unauthorized 
projects. 

These projects have to be stopped be
fore the prospectus is funded or ordered 
to be funded, or there will be no way, of 
course, of stopping them. 

The communities back home and ev
eryone else will say, "Well, this is just 
something that has to be done, because 
after all, the appropriations have ap
proved this." 

A "yes" vote on the Fawell amend
ment is a vote for cutting $16 million 
unauthorized pork-barrel projects. A 
"yes" vote is a vote for cutting waste
ful spending. A "yes" vote is a vote for 
fiscal responsibility. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment which speaks to three 
projects, as the gentleman has indi
cated. 

I will speak to them briefly. But let 
me first make the general point that 
historically the so-called pork-busters 
have referred to projects that were, in 
fact, being passed by the Committee on 
Appropriations without approval of the 
authorizing committee, and going 
through the regular process. 

Now, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. FAWELL] mentions that, "Oh, well, 
the Committee on Appropriations will 
get up and say it has language." That 
language is critical. 

Now, I think we will have some mem
bers of the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation reference that. We 
work very closely and have told the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Mr
NETA] and the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. TRAFICANT], the chairmen of the 
full committee and the subcommittee, 
who do very, very careful work on 
these projects, that we would not ei
ther appropriate something they had 
not authorized or not appropriate funds 
and not make them subject to author
ization. In other words, in the final 
analysis, none of these projects can go 
forward without the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation giv
ing them approval. That is the process. 
That is what we have agreed to follow. 

We have a good, close working rela
tionship, and that is what we do. 

Now, the gentleman is correct. These 
projects were not in the President's re
quest. However, as you will hear from 
the Members who represent the areas 
that these projects are located in, 
there was very strong feeling that 
there was a need. I will not speak to 
that, because I presume they will. 

On pages 38 and 39 of the bill, we say 
that the funds available to the General 
Services Administration for Albany, 
GA, for Steubenville, OH, and for Cor
pus Christi, as well as the two projects 
that will come in the next amendment, 
shall not be available for expenses in 
connection with any construction, re
pair, alteration, and acquisition 
projects for which a prospectus, if re
quired pursuant to the public law, has 
not been approved. That is the key. 

In other words, this committee is not 
saying we are the final word on this. 
We understand there is an authorizing 
process. We understand that we need to 
make sure that both committees, as 
well as this House, believe those 
projects are appropriate. 

I will yield in just one second. But let 
me finish my comments here. 

That is the way the process is set up 
to work. 

The gentleman is correct. We are 
putting the · appropriation in now so 
that if the Committee on Public Works 
decides this is appropriate, they can 
move forward. We do, as the gentleman 
observes, provide for the limited au
thority so that the prospectus can be 
prepared for review by the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation. 
The gentleman is absolutely correct on 
that. And the gentleman is also correct 
that it is legislation on an appropria
tion bill. 

We adopted a rule, of course, that 
said that we would be all right on that. 

Now, let me say that the law to 
which you refer says that, subject to 
the exceptions contained in the preced
ing proviso, in no case shall funds be 
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made available for any lease, line item, 
construction, repair and alteration 
project referred to in the preceding 
proviso if, prior to February 1, 1994, the 
lease, line item, construction, repair 
and alteration project has been dis
approved by the House Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation or 
the Senate Committee on Environ
ment. 

Now, that refers to last year's lan
guage which the gentleman mentioned. 
He is correct. We did change that lan
guage as a result of conference, and as 
a result of the request of the Senate. 
That is what the Senate did. 

However, they wanted to have it just 
by the . Senate committee. We said no, 
that is not the way we are going to 
play; obviously two Houses need to act 
on this. As a result, we made it subject 
to the actions of both committees and 
had either committee disapproved the 
project, it would not have been able to 
go forward. 

Happily, the committee concurred 
with the judgment of the Committee 
on Appropriations in both the House 
and the Senate, and those projects 
went forward. But I would suggest to 
the gentleman that this is not the kind 
of pork projects that the gentleman 
has historically had great concern 
about. 

D 1950 
And the reason it is not is because 

this project is going to have to go 
through the same review process ulti
mately. It may not go through in the 
same sequence, but it ultimately has to 
go through in the same way of any 
other project in order for money to be 
spent. 

Mr. Chairman, I will have more to 
say on this as we conclude, but I know 
that Members who know intimately 
about these three projects will want to 
speak to them. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, de
spite the pleas from our chairman of 
the subcommittee, we have rules. The 
rules say we do not appropriate money 
unless there is an authorization. The 
fact is that the chairman of the sub
committee has just admitted that 
there is no authorization for these 
projects today, which means, under the 
rules, that the money should not be ap
propriated. 

The second point I would make is, 
under the rules of the House, under the 
proceedings of the House, unauthorized 
projects in a bill such as this should be 
subject to a point of order, except that 
once again the Committee on Rules has 
waived all points of order. 

Now, what kind of a body do we have 
if we ignore the rules that we set up for 
ourselves? And we have been through 
this on appropriation bills for the 3112 
years that I have been here, and prob-

ably for some time before that. But I 
think it is time that we all vote on the 
rules; those of you on the other side of 
the aisle impose the rules on us, and 
yet you cannot live by your rules. 

So, to stand up and say that this is 
not pork is wrong; because it has not 
been authorized, it is pork-barrel 
spending. It is business as usual. 

The authorization committee, if they 
felt this was so important, why in fact 
was it not authorized? Why has it not 
been brought to the floor? We do not 
know whether these projects have 
merit, whether they are practical, 
whether they are needed. We are prob
ably going to hear from some Members 
in whose districts they happen to be lo
cated come to the floor and tell us 
that. But the fact is they are not au
thorized. We all know what the rules 
are. So, to say it is not pork, let us all 
be honest, this is nothing but pork-bar
rel spending, business as usual. 

If you really want to send a message 
home to your constituents, stand up 
and do the right thing and vote for the 
Fawell amendment and for fiscal san
ity. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOEHNER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Maryland. · 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

The gentleman understands, of 
course, how the authorizations are af
fected, I am sure. That is by resolu
tions of the authorizing committees 
both in the Senate and the House. Once 
that is done, it is presumed to be au
thorized. It does not have to be signed 
into law. The gentleman, does he un
derstand that? 

Mr. BOEHNER. I understand that. 
Mr. HOYER. That being the case, ex

actly the same process, the gentleman 
is correct, has to occur in order for 
these projects to go forward. It just 
doesn't have to happen in the same 
order. That is my point. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Reclaiming my time, 
what the gentleman is saying is we are 
not going to follow what the rules say, 
that because we do not have the au
thorization bills, we are going to go 
ahead and appropriate this and say if 
they get authorized, the money is 
going to be there. Is that what the 
process of the sequence is going to be 
on this? 

Mr. HOYER. What I am saying is 
that historically we have found a prob
lem, not all the time, but a consistent 
problem. That is that the committee of 
the other body simply has not acted. 
So we went for literally years without 
any authorizations on the other side. 
So what happened was the House com
mittee would do its work in timely 
fashion, authorize the project, we 
would put it in the appropriation bill, 
send it over to the other body, and it 
would be passed and signed by the 
President. 

You talk about the rules, this is a 
law. This cannot go anywhere unless 
the House acts, the Senate acts, and 
the President signs it. This is the law 
of the Congress of the United States 
that makes these expenditures. Unfor
tunately, though there is a process it 
has to go through, it has not worked 
all the time. It has worked better in 
the House, I would suggest to the gen
tleman. All we are doing is providing 
for these projects at the request of 
Members that these are, in their judg
ment, necessary in their districts. But 
to also say, as the gentleman says, be
cause our rules require authorization, 
these are subject to authorization as 
any other project would be. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Reclaiming my time, 
the chairman has made it clear to all 
of the Members that we are not follow
ing the rules. Now, we can complain 
that the Senate has not acted on our 
authorizations, and maybe there is 
good reason, maybe there is not. I do 
not know the history of it. But we 
know that to get an authorizing bill 
passed, that it has to pass the House 
and the Senate and be signed by the 
President. If the projects cannot get 
through that process, then under the 
rules we are not allowed to appropriate 
money. Now, the chairman of the sub
committee knows that. Now, the ques
tion is: Are we going to follow the rules 
or are we not? 

I suggest to all my colleagues that if 
we vote for the Fawell amendment, we 
will be supporting ourselves, we will be 
supporting our rules, and you bring 
some fiscal sanity to what is going on 
in this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
FA WELL] for a correction. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I un
derstand perhaps the wrong amend
ment was read. I just wanted to ascer
tain if that is so. It should be 0.020. If 
that is not the case, I would make a 
unanimous consent request. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the Clerk will report the originally in
tended amendment, which in fact has 
been debated. 

There was no objection: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FAWELL: 
Page 31, line 15, insert "(less $15,857,000)" 

before ", of which". 
Page 31, line 16, insert "(less $15,857,000)" 

before "shall remain" . 
Page 32, strike line 10. 
Page 33, strike line 2. 
Page 33, strike line 11. 
Page 38, line 23, strike "Albany" and all 

that follows through the last semicolon on 
line 24. 

Page 40, line 22, insert "(less $15,857 ,000)" 
before " shall remain" . 

The CHAIRMAN (during the reading). 
Without objection, the amendment is 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD . 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment of

fered by the gentleman from Illinois 



13086 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE June 15, 1994 
[Mr. FAWELL] is properly before the 
House. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words, 
and I rise in support of the Fawell 
amendment. 

The Fawell amendment is straight
forward. It deals with three construc
tion projects in the Treasury/Postal 
Service appropriations bill. 

The projects have been described ear
lier: one for Corpus Christi, TX. This 
project was not requested by the ad
ministration, was denied funding by 
the Office of Management and Budget 
for fiscal 1995, and it has not yet been 
authorized by the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. 

The second project, in Albany, GA, 
was not requested by the administra
tion, was denied funding by OMB, and 
has not yet been authorized by the 
Committee on Public Works and Trans
portation. 

The project in Steubenville, OH, 
again not requested by the administra
tion, has not yet been authorized by 
the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. In fact, the General 
Services Administration has stated 
that downtown Steubenville currently 
has an office vacancy rate of 18 per
cent, or 36,000 square feet. There ap
pears to be very little demand for this 
available space. Federal space needs 
can easily continue to be met through 
low-cost leases. 

Three examples of projects that have 
found their way into an appropriations 
will without having gone through the 
committee process on Capitol Hill that 
may have, may have, demonstrated 
their merit. These projects were clear
ly not on a priority list in terms of the 
Clinton administration's budget sub
mission to Congress. For that reason, 
it is important to draw attention to 
the fact that this represents, once 
again, an example of the appropria
tions legislation funding projects 
which are primarily local in their im
portance and questionable in terms of 
the expenditure of Federal tax dollars. 

Mr. Chairman, I applaud the gen
tleman from Illinois, Mr. FAWELL, for 
his diligent work over the years in 
gleaning appropriation bills in order to 
identify this sort of spending, unau
thorized and unrequested projects 
which have no place in our appropria
tion bills. I join with him again this 
year, as I have in the past, in support 
of amendments to strike these projects 
from the legislation before us. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PENNY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. FAWELL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. Just briefly, I do want to 
make it clear-and this is not under
stood by a lot of people, and it was not 
understood by me until I went to the 
books and reviewed it-that before you 
can have a new construction-and, by 

the way, there are $507 million toward 
new construction. So it is not that we 
are not spending money on new con
struction. But before you can have one 
under the Public Buildings Act, either 
GSA on its own initiative or the au
thorizing committee can ask for and 
commence the prospectus-ask for a 
prospectus, which is a full evaluation 
of the needs. They review the area 
where the courthouse would be built, 
the amount of office space that must 
be available. It is an in-depth survey. 
Then the GSA has to go through OMB, 
and it is quite a process before they ul
timately come up with a prospectus 
which basically allows the authorizing 
committee to do the authorizing. 

0 2000 
Now obviously none of that has taken 

place, and there has been plenty of 
time for it. Now whether it might 
sometime in the future, because of one 
or two people that may believe it can 
or may take care of it, is something 
else, but I think that it is important to 
know that on all of these projects there 
has never been a favorable prospectus 
that has come out of the GSA, and that 
is awfully important, I think. 

Mr. PENNY. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is mak
ing the point that clearly this is an ex
ample where the cart is now before the 
horse. We do not have any, any of the 
elements, in place that would normally 
precede the funding of a construction 
project, and yet here we are today deal
ing with an appropriations bill that of
fers funds for these projects that are 
not requested, that are not authorized 
and that have not even received the 
benefit of a prospectus. 

Mr. FAWELL. That is the way I view 
it, yes. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PENNY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman, I think, 
would agree that, pursuant to the lan
guage, the cart cannot get there with
out the horse. What I mean by that is 
the process that the gentleman re
ferred to is required by this bill. 

The gentleman is correct obviously; 
the cart, as he says, is before the horse, 
they both have to get there or this 
project does not go forward. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL]. 

I want to say, first of all, that this 
has nothing to do with the personal
ities involved because the Members 
whose districts are affected by this are 
some of the finest Members that we 
have in this body. But as the last two 
speakers have accurately stated, this is 
putting the cart before the horse. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not the way 
that people want us to do their busi-

ness. None of these projects have been 
authorized. There have not been hear
ings held in the authorizing committee 
on these projects. None of these 
projects have been requested by the 
GSA. To vote against this amendment 
would be to vote for millions of dollars 
with no real knowledge of the need, the 
ultimate cost or anything else about 
these projects. 

The overspending, the exorbitant, ex
cessive spending, on courthouses 
around the Nation is fast becoming, 
and has become, a national issue. It 
has been reported on in recent months 
by all the national networks and by 
many of the leading national journal
ists. The people are becoming very 
angry about all the waste that is pop
ping up in these courthouses. In Boston 
we have a courthouse plan with 33 
kitchens, a $1.5 million boat dock, a 
six-story atrium, 709,000 dollars' worth 
of artwork and so many other things. 
Can we really be sure that these court
houses will not have private kitchens, 
marble floors, private elevators, and 
all these over-elaborate things we are 
seeing in these other courthouses? The 
judges in the Foley Square project in 
New York City have upgraded their 
gold-plated project with over $30 mil
lion of elaborate extras. 

The GAO, the General Accounting Of
fice, in a September 1993 audit, Mr. 
Chairman, found that Federal courts 
had overestimated their needs by 3 mil
lion square feet, which is probably $4 to 
$6 billion conservatively at the present 
rate of the cost of these Federal courts. 
In fact, the Boston Courthouse, as I 
mentioned, if it comes in on budget, 
will be $285 a square foot. Many others 
are coming at over $200 a square foot. 
One of the national networks reported 
that the average hospital cost in this 
country was $97 a square foot even with 
all of their special construction needs, 
and yet these Federal courthouses are 
coming in at ridiculous amounts, and 
that will be the case with these court
houses if we do not really look at them 
first, if we do not go over them with a 
fine tooth comb and if we do not go 
through the normal procedures, the 
processes, that are called for by the 
Public Buildings Act of 1959 which spe
cifically says that these courthouses 
must start with the authorizing work 
done first. 

This is not a partisan issue. This is 
becoming one of the most bipartisan is
sues in the Congress, and, in fact, in 
my position as ranking member, rank
ing Republican, on the Subcommittee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds, I 
have just a few days ago signed a letter 
requesting a new GAO investigation of 
the exorbitant and excessive costs in 
regard to these courthouses. That let
ter was signed by 8 Members of the 
Congress: Senator DORGAN, Senator 
GLENN, Senator SASSER, Senator 
KERREY, all Democrats, Senator COHEN, 
Senator McCAIN, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK] and myself. 
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So, Mr. Chairman, I think that the 

gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL] 
has a fair and reasonable amendment 
here. It does not means that these 
courthouses will not be approved later, 
at least we will be doing it. If we follow 
this amendment, we will be doing what 
the people want us to do, and that is 
spending their money as if it were our 
own instead of just blowing it right and 
left as if we did not have a $4112 trillion 
national debt, as if we were not still 
losing hundreds of millions of dollars 
each day on top of it. 

We cannot afford to keep doing busi
ness as usual in this Congress. There 
has to be a stop some place, and this 
amendment is a good place to stand up 
in favor of some fiscal sanity and to 
pay some regard to the taxpayers sac
rifices that they are making on a daily 
basis to provide the money that is 
doing all the things we want to do. 

I urge support for the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. FAWELL]. 

Mr. ROWLAND. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
would strike $6 million, which has been 
included in the appropriations bill, to 
begin construction on the courthouse 
in Albany, GA. The Albany courthouse 
has been on the General Services Ad
ministration list of requests in fiscal 
year 1994 as well as for fiscal year 1995. 
According to GSA, this is a sound 
project. 

It is my understanding that the de
sign for the Albany courthouse is 95 
percent complete and will be 100 per
cent complete on July 5, 1994. The city 
of Albany has already donated a prime 
site for the courthouse. 

Pages 38 and 39 of H.R. 4539 clearly 
state that the funds appropriated for 
the Albany courthouse and the other 
courthouses the gentleman from Illi
nois has referred to will not be spent 
without the authorization of the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. So, I really do not know what 
the gentleman's problem is. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words 
to speak on behalf of the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. FAWELL]. 

Mr. Chairman, the old adage in poli
tics is that one man's pork is another 
man's project. More often than not pa
rochial debate about what is or is not 
pork gets wrapped up in personalities 
and partisan politics. The gentleman 
from Illinois has sought to put an end 
to that Shallow and vindictive way of 
approaching the public purse strings 
and has said, along with his colleagues, 
we ought to have some objective cri
teria, objective criteria that focuses on 
procedures of decisionmaking consist
ent with the rules of the House of Rep
resentatives, and only, only if a project 
for spending in an appropriation bill is 

brought to the floor without having 
gone through this decisionmaking 
process, shall we deign to call it pork 
or otherwise characterize it as unjusti
fiable spending, never on the basis of 
geographical region, personality or 
party definition. 

I watched the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. FAWELL] today after having 
done his research into the spending 
bill, after having checked, project by 
project, to see the extent to which the 
separate projects have fulfilled their 
criteria of decisionmaking procedure of 
this body in its own rules, identify 
some that failed, failed the test of 
process, and with total disregard to all 
other considerations that brought 
them forward. Furthermore, I have 
come and gone from the floor today, 
and I have watched the gentleman from 
Illinois diligently and passionately 
wait his turn within the processes of 
this House as we assign turns to offer 
amendments, and so it has come his lot 
to make his off er late in the evening. 
The gentleman from Illinois has, more 
than anybody I have ever seen in this 
process, consistently put principle 
ahead of parochialism, principle ahead 
of partisanship, and principle ahead of 
personalities. 
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This is not some random selection on 
his part. It is a matter of saying we 
should have a consistent process by 
which we make decisions that every 
Member should bring a project to the 
process and compete against every 
other project by every other Member, 
fairly, and without consideration to 
stature of the Member involved, party 
of the Member involved, schmooze, as 
we know it in politics, but on the mer
its of the project relative to the others. 

Now, the chairman gives us an elabo
rate explanation about the relationship 
of the appropriations bill to the au
thorizing bill, all of that in consider
ation to our relationship with the 
other body. And then he makes the 
very cogent point to the gentleman 
from Illinois, "That is the way," the 
chairman says, "That is the way the 
system is intended to work." 

But, Mr. Chairman, if that is the way 
the system is intended to work, why 
does the chairman of the appropria
tions subcommittee then need to go to 
the Committee on Rules and ask the 
Committee on Rules to waive the rules 
of this body, and bar the gentleman 
from Illinois of the normal procedure 
of raising a point of order against these 
expenditures, by the House waiving its 
own rules in defense of these projects? 

No, I reject that argument. When the 
system works the way the system was 

·1ntended to work, the Committee on 
Rules does not have to waive the rules 
of the House and preempt the system 
to preserve the pork. 

So, as I applaud the gentleman from 
Illinois for his commitment, the qual-

ity of his workmanship, and his per
sistence and patient tenacity, I implore 
the Members of this body, vote "yes" 
for the gentleman's amendment, vote 
"yes" for a process by which we as a 
body can put principle and process and 
procedure ahead of personality, paro
chialism, and partisanship. 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Fawell and in support of the fund
ing for the Albany courthouse. I say no 
to obstructionists. I say no to those 
people who engage in obstreperous de
bate. I say yes for action. 

In fiscal year 1992 in the appropria
tions bill, legislation was passed to 
fund designs for a new courthouse in 
Albany, GA. In July 1991, the city of 
Albany adopted a resolution donating 
land for the construction of a new 
courthouse. In fiscal year 1993, Con
gress appropriated $6 million of the 
total almost $12 million necessary for 
construction, management and inspec
tion of the building. 

Now, in order to complete this 
project, the people who live within the 
jurisdiction of the United States Dis
trict Court for the Middle District of 
Georgia need the additional $6 million. 

Mr. Chairman, the House recently 
passed a major crime bill to keep 
criminals off the streets. How can we 
expect to get and keep criminals off 
the streets if our U.S. judges, probation 
officers, clerks of court, and other ad
ministrative officers of the court are 
handicapped by insufficient work 
space? 

We now have four district judges, 
three bankruptcy judges, two mag
istrates, serving 70 counties in the mid
dle district of Georgia, operating out of 
one courtroom when they sit in Al
bany, GA. 

The existing courthouse cannot ac
commodate the requirements of the 
Federal courts and the related agen
cies. As designed, the proposed court
house could accommodate the future 
growth of the courts beyond their 10 
year requirements. An additional 
courtroom can be provided by convert
ing office space. Noncourt court agen
cies can be relocated when additional 
space is needed. 

Mr. Chairman, plans for the Albany 
courthouse have been around since fis
cal year 1992. This project did not just 
appear out of thin air. The gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL] knows very 
well that before any money can be 
spent on the courthouse, the House 
Committee on Public Works will have 
to approve an ll(b) prospectus for the 
courthouse. A vote against the Fawell 
amendment means that the city of Al
bany will be eligible for funding in 
March or April of next year, rather 
than waiting until November of 1995, 
when costs and inflation will make the 
construction costs go higher. 
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GSA is well aware of this project. Ac

cording to the prospectus, in May 1993, 
leasing agreements over 30 years could 
cost the Federal Government more 
than it will cost to construct this facil
ity. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not pork. Our 
area and areas like ours where jobs can 
be created through the construction of 
a major facility, where justice can be 
had and communities made safer by 
the swift and efficient administration 
of justice, this is not pork. This is beef 
and potatoes. 

Vote "no" on the Fawell amendment. 
Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would call this 
body's attention to the report from the 
Committee on Appropriations for this 
particular bill, page 3, and would read 
the fallowing words. It says: 

The American people want their govern
ment to be held accountable. As the Commit
tee on Appropriations, we hold a special re
sponsibility in restoring their faith in their 
government by ensuring them that their 
money is being spent wisely on programs 
that they want and in a way that they can 
judge results. We must ensure that govern
mental institutions are in place and func
tioning effectively to eliminate government 
waste and inefficiency that do nothing but 
increase our national debt. The debt is stran
gling our economy. If this country is to 
grow, create jobs, and compete in the world 
marketplace, we must reduce our national 
defense, and one of the methods for doing so 
must be the reduction of waste and ineffi
ciency in government spending. 

Mr. Chairman, the whole purpose of 
this matter coming before the author
ization committee and the argument 
that the gentleman from Georgia just 
gave should not be made here, but 
should have been made in the appro
priate committee. That is the whole 
purpose of that committee, and that is 
to authorize the construction and the 
nature of the construction. In fact, 
that is to comply with that law that 
was passed, the Public Buildings Act of 
1959. But what we see here is using this 
body, using this forum this evening as 
a hearing, as a total program for say
ing we need this, let us go ahead and do 
it. 

Mr. Chairman, we are talking about 
three courthouses. We are talking 
about $60 million. These expenditures 
may be necessary, they may not be 
necessary. 

I have in front of me a letter from a 
Federal district judge in one of the dis
tricts saying, "in my opinion, the con
struction of a courthouse would be a 
monumental waste of the taxpayers' 
dollars.'' If we are to fulfill these words 
and the words in the preamble of this 
report from the Committee on Appro
priations, then we should hold those 
hearings in the appropriate committee. 
We should bring in the judge that 
wrote this letter saying this is a waste. 
But let us not thrash out the necessary 
and the desire for these courthouses 

here in this body, bypassing the au
thorization process. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I would re
quest and ask the Members of this body 
that they vote in favor of the Fawell 
amendment to eliminate those expend
itures that have not been authorized. 
They can al ways come back next year 
and use the appropriate procedures. 
And if these in fact are necessary, as 
the gentleman from Georgia, Mr. BISH
OP, has stated, then do so at that time, 
using the appropriate remedy. 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposi
tion to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Illinois, Mr. FAWELL. 

I agree with the thrifty spirit of the 
gentleman's amendment and appre
ciate his intentions. This is not paro
chialism, this is dire need. 

We both agree on the importance of 
authorizing the expenditure of funds 
before they are appropriated. 

Unfortunately, in this case, fate has 
delayed the authorization. 

I was scheduled to appear before the 
authorizing committee, chaired at the 
subcommittee level by the gentleman 
from Ohio, Mr. TRAFICANT, to testify to 
the need for the courthouse in Corpus 
Christi. 

That hearing was delayed but will 
take place tomorrow. 

The Corpus Christi courthouse was 
included in this appropriations bill be
cause the need is so great-and the au
thorization course will be followed this 
week. 

In fact, the General Services Admin
istration does support this project, and 
I understand it is ready to release an 
ll(b) study as soon as it is requested by 
the Public Works and Transportation 
Committee. 

I have every reason to expect that an 
ll(b) request will be made by the com
mittee. 

Most importantly, this ;:ippropria
tions bill has a safeguard built in. 

It requires that a prospectus be ap
proved before any funds appropriated 
in this bill will be made available. 

This protection assures that the au
thorization process must be complied 
with before the funding is released. 

The Appropriations Committee did 
not want to delay for a year this badly 
needed courthouse. 

The need here is great-the current 
courthouse was built in 1916. 

We have judges in three different lo
cations; security officers in three dif
ferent locations; and files in three sep
arate locations across the downtown 
area. 

This operation is inefficient to the 
clerk's operations, as well as to the 
judges and the community they serve. 

Corpus Christi needs a courthouse 70 
percent times larger than current 
housing just to meet today's needs. 

The volume of criminal cases before 
the Southern District of Texas is influ-

enced by the increased instances of il
legal drugs, illegal immigration, and il
legal financial practices associated 
with the S&L disaster of the 1980s. 

These trials are complex and cum
bersome-and can consume as much as 
a month. 

The process is slowed even more by 
the lack of space. 

For these reasons, I respectfully rise 
in opposition to the amendment by the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

D 2020 
Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Fawell amendment to strike three un
authorized courthouses from the fiscal 
year 1995 Treasury/Postal Appropria
tions bill. Mr. FAWELL has been tireless 
in his efforts to strike porkbarrel 
spending from various appropriation 
bills, and I am glad to stand with him 
on this particular amendment. 

The courthouses funded in this bill 
are located in Albany, GA, at a cost of 
$6 million; Steubenville, OH, at a cost 
of $3 million; $6.9 million for a court
house in Corpus Christi, TX. 

None of these courthouses were au
thorized by the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee; there have 
been no congressional hearings on the 
proposed projects; the three projects 
were not awarded on a competitive 
basis; and the projects are for purely 
local interest. 

After this amendment there will still 
be over $41/2 billion for courthouses left 
in the budget justified by standard pro
cedures. Additionally, these three 
projects at a cost to the taxpayers of 
$15.9 million were not requested by the 
President or agency of oversight, the 
General Services Administration. 

Now, maybe these three new Federal 
courthouses are needed; maybe they 
each have merit; we do not know, be
cause there were no hearings in com
mittee. The practice of placing projects 
such as these in appropriations bills 
without following the standard con
gressional procedure must end. 

Let us not saddle the taxpayers with 
the bill for more pork. Vote in favor of 
the Fawell amendment to strike these 
three examples of porkbarrel spending. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the 
amendment of the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. FAWELL]. I would like to con
gratulate the gentleman for his dili
gent efforts in trying to take on the 
problem we have with pork projects. 
Once again, we have an appropriations 
bill with a number of unauthorized 
projects. 

Within this bill there are close to 25 
million dollars' worth of unauthorized 
courthouse projects. Some will ·argue 
that this is not a lot of money. Why 
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should we bother? But if every day this 
year Congress found just $25 million to 
cut, we could reduce spending by over 
$9 billion by the end of the year. 

Finding items to cut is basically our 
job. I believe that the American people 
want it done. They are tired of waste, 
and they are tired of unauthorized pork 
barrel projects. 

Under the rules of the House, each of 
these courthouse projects are subject 
to a point of order because they are un
authorized. The leadership knows this, 
and that is why they have crafted a 
rule that waives all points of order. 

This unfortunate practice has be
come routine and so what is the point 
of having budget points of order, if the 
House is going to wage them whenever 
a violation is identified? 

Let us restore the rules of the House 
and strike these projects. If they are 
important and necessary expenditures, 
then they should be authorized. 

I believe that we should go through a 
process that says we go through the au
thorization process first and then, after 
we have gone through the authoriza
tion process, we make the funds avail
able for those specific projects. 

It is also my belief that we have the 
rules of the House here for a purpose, 
and that is to assure a certain amount 
of reliability in the process in the 
House. This guarantees fairness to all 
Members, both in the majority and the 
minority. I think that we need to make 
more of a conscientious effort to stick 
with the rules of the House and dimin
ish the times that we have to waive the 
points of order because we have not fol
lowed the rules of the House. 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Let me just say, there is a couple of 
points I want to make, but first of all, 
I would like to address a couple things. 

I hear all these arguments about au
thorizations and appropriations, and I 
know that, I have been around here 
long enough to know that we are not 
going to appropriate without the au
thorizations. 

We went through that last year with 
the Transportation Subcommittee on 
Appropriations. We did not ask to kill 
all the amendments, only that they be 
subjected to authorization first, which 
is the way it ought to be. And it was 
not always that way with appropria
tions. They used to go about doing 
whatever they wanted. Bill Natcher 
came in, and he made those changes 
and so the Members now come to the 
authorizing committee. 

So we know what that situation is, 
and it does not make any difference 
whether it has to be first or second. 
The point is that one cannot spend the 
money unless one has the authoriza
tion. It is as simple as that. 

And it will show, as the chairman 
pointed out on page 38 and 39 of the 

bill, it states exactly in there that this 
is subject to authorization. 

Now, as to Steubenville, I have to 
say, I have a great respect for my 
friend, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. FAWELL] and all, but the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL] in 
this instance simply does not know 
what he is talking about. He states 
that, and he is quoting the GSA, says 
that downtown Steubenville currently 
has an office vacancy rate of approxi
mately 18 percent or 36,000 square .feet. 
True. I do not argue that. It is true. 
But that is when we were looking for a 
federal building, a federal office build
ing. 

This is a courthouse now. This is for 
courtrooms. This is not to bring in the 
Social Security office, the IRS, the FBI 
and the rest of them. This is for some
thing that is needed. So I think that 
the gentleman is wrong on that point. 

0 2030 
Mr. Chairman, I have a letter from 

the Chief Judge of the Southern Dis
trict of Ohio. I will not read the whole 
thing, but I will just go through and 
say a couple of things that he had men
tioned. 

Mr. Chairman, he said, 
Judicial officers who travel to Steubenville 

must depend on the courtesy of the Common 
Pleas Court of Jefferson County to provide 
state court facilities * * *, an arrangement 
that has obvious disadvantages for the judi
cial officers and federal litigants. Federal 
court judicial officers should not * * * be de
pendent on state officials for the conduct of 
federal court business. 

"The Southern District of Ohio in
cludes forty-eight counties" with 5 mil
lion people in them. "Lawsuits must be 
filed in Columbus," in which people 
must travel 150 to 200 miles away, and 
it makes it very inconvenient for liti
gants, for lawyers to have to make this 
trip. 

The judge says it is his belief that 
"litigants who otherwise would prefer 
to have their cases determined in the 
federal court, file in a local court if ju
risdiction is concurrent in order to 
avoid the hardships and increased costs 
of filing in Columbus." 

"By statute," now listen to this, "by 
statute, Steubenville has been des
ignated a seat of this Court, 28 U.S.C. 
Section 115(b), but, at the present time, 
there is no federal building" in Steu
benville. As a matter of fact, Mr. 
Chairman, there is not one Federal 
building in my whole congressional dis
trict, outside of a post office. 

"Until such time as a suitable facil
ity is provided, the citizens who reside 
in this area of Ohio will continue to be 
deprived of convenient access .... " 

The judge says he believes "that a 
suitable federal building in Steuben
ville should be established for this pur
pose." This is the Chief Judge of the 
Southern District. And he says, "this 
does not require the building of an 
elaborate, costly structure of the style 

frequently associated with United 
States courthouses," so we are not 
looking for one of these granite-type 
big column courthouses. We want 
something practical. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. APPLEGATE] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. APPLE
GATE was allowed to proceed for 2 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Chairman, 
this is what the judge says. He says 
that he believes what is required is "a 
Federal building of modest proportions 
that would be sufficient to accommo
date courtroom chambers for a District 
Judge, chambers for a Magistrate 
Judge, chambers for a Bankruptcy 
Judge, and chambers for an Adminis
trative Law Judge," with an office for 
the clerk and the United States Attor
ney. 

It would be nice if we could be in
cluded as part of the Southern District, 
but the way it is, we are not. 

I could go on, Mr. Chairman, and talk 
about some other of the arguments 
that the Chief Judge has stated. How
ever, his point is very cogent. He is 
very accurate. He knows what the 
needs are. 

What we are looking for, Mr. Chair
man, is a re-evaluation by the General 
Services Administration, a new ll(b) · 
for a courthouse and not a Federal 
building. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. APPLEGATE. I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman had mentioned the fact that 
the Hon. John D. Holschuh had written 
a letter, and I was not going to bring 
this up, but inasmuch as the gentleman 
has, I think it is only fair. 

I have a letter from, I think, the 
Chief Judge, James L. Graham, where, 
and I will just read it, he said: 

Representative Douglas Applegate recently 
requested that our Chief Judge, the Honor
able John D. Holschuh, send him a letter 
supporting R.R. 2562, which directs the GSA 
to design and acquire a site for a Federal 
building to be constructed in Steubenville. 
When Judge Holschuh circulated his pro
posed letter among judges here in Columbus, 
I and others took exception to the need for a 
Federal building in Steubenville, and even 
stronger objection to the creation of addi
tional judgeship positions for a district 
judge, a magistrate judge, and a bankruptcy 
judge to be located in Steubenville. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. APPLEGATE] 
has expired. 

(On request of Mr. FAWELL and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. APPLEGATE 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. FA WELL. I continue: 
Judge Holschuh proceeded to send the let

ter, but enclosed it with a covering letter 
which indicated that it represented his per
sonal views only. 
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I frankly doubt that anyone will ever see 

the covering letter, and Judge Holschuh's 
letter may be presented as representing the 
views of this court, since he is Chief Judge. 
In my opinion, the construction of a court
house in Steubenville and the creation of ad
ditional judgeships there would be a monu
mental waste of the taxpayers' money. 

Enclosed you will find copies of the letters 
other members of this court sent Chief Judge 
Holschuh expressing their reservations or 
outright disagreement with Representative 
Applegate's bill. Judge Rubin's letter is in 
particular very much to the point. 

The only thing I would want to add 
to that, Mr. Chairman, is that in all 
three of these projects, as well as the 
two other projects which would be in 
the second amendment, it is very, very 
clear that there never has been an au
thorization, never, and never has there 
been a prospectus issued by GSA. 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

If the gentleman would, give us time 
and we will have that to you. Let me 
just say this. Maybe that is why Judge 
Reuben is not the Chief Judge, I do not 
know. 

Let me say this, that Judge Holschuh 
has recommended additional judgeship 
positions for a district judge, addi
tional ones, because the workload is 
getting too large for Columbus, and 
they need the offices in other areas, so 
it is only one judge's word, perhaps, 
against the other. 

The fact of the matter is we need the 
courthouse in Steubenville. 

Mr. Chairman, I include for the 
RECORD the letter by Judge Holschuh: 

U.S. DISTRICT COURT, 
Columbus, OH, December 20, 1993. 

Hon. DOUGLAS APPLEGATE. 
610 Ohio Valley Towers, Steubenville, OH 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN APPLEGATE: It has 
come to my attention that during the last 
session of Congress you introduced H.R. 2562 
to direct the Administrator of General Serv
ices Administration to design, and acquire a 
site for, a federal building to be constructed 
in Steubenville, Ohio. 

As you are aware, since 1987 when the 
former Post Office and United States Court
house was sold by the Postal Service to a 
private party, there has been no federal 
court facility located in the eastern part of 
this State. Judicial officers who travel to 
Steubenville must depend on the courtesy of 
the Common Pleas Court of Jefferson County 
to provide state court facilities for their use, 
an arrangement that has obvious disadvan
tages for the judicial officers and federal liti
gants. Federal court judicial officers should 
not, in my opinion, be dependent on state of
ficials for the conduct of federal court busi
ness. 

The Southern District of Ohio includes 
forty-eight counties having a population of 
approximately 5,000,000 people, and a large 
part of the district geographically and a sub
stantial portion of its population are con
tained in the eastern and southeastern coun
ties. The citizens of Ohio who reside in this 
part of the state undoubtedly face major ob
stacles in seeking access to the federal court. 
Lawsuits must be filed in Columbus, a dis
tance of approximately 150 miles from Steu
benville. Thereafter, counsel and litigants 
must make the round trip of approximately 

300 miles for preliminary pretrial con
ferences, status conferences, discovery hear
ings, settlement conferences, and final pre
trial conferences and trial. Attending trial in 
Columbus, or attending any other hearing 
which extends more than one day, requires 
staying overnight in Columbus, away from 
the homes of the attorneys and litigants and 
away from the law offices of the attorneys. 
Aside from the inconveniences involved, the 
costs of litigation under these circumstances 
is greatly increased. In short, the citizens 
who reside in the eastern and southeastern 
part of this state must endure considerable 
hardship and greater expenses to utilize the 
federal court than that required of other 
citizens who have ready access to the court 
system at Columbus, Cincinnati and Dayton. 

It is my belief that, as a result, litigants 
who otherwise would prefer to have their 
cases determined in the federal court, file in 
a local state court if jurisdiction is concur
rent in order to avoid the hardships and in
creased costs of filing in Columbus. A federal 
court facility in Steubenville would elimi
nate those hardships and costs for the great 
number of citizens who live in the eastern 
and southeastern part of our state and, in 
my opinion, would result in a greater utiliza
tion of the federal court by those citizens. 

By statute, Steubenville has been des
ignated a seat of this Court, 28 U.S.C. §115(b), 
but, at the present time, there is no federal 
building in which judicial officers of this dis
trict can conduct proceedings at Steuben
ville. Until such time as a suitable facility is 
provided, the citizens who reside in this area 
of Ohio will continue to be deprived of con
venient access to the federal judicial system. 
I believe, therefore, that a suitable federal 
building in Steubenville should be estab
lished for this purpose. In my view, this does 
not require the building of an elaborate, 
costly structure of the style frequently asso
ciated with United States courthouses. In
stead, I believe that what is required is a fed
eral building of modest proportions that 
would be sufficient to accommodate a court
room and chambers for a District Judge, 
chambers for a Magistrate Judge, chambers 
for a Bankruptcy Judge and chambers for an 
Administrative Law Judge, Satellite offices 
for the Clerk and United States Attorney 
should also be included. There should also be 
space sufficient to house those federal agen
cies in Steubenville which are currently 
using leased property in the city. A federal 
building of this nature would be adequate, in 
my view, for the needs of the community it 
would serve. 

I also believe that if there is a federal 
courthouse constructed at Steubenville, seri
ous consideration should be given to the au
thorization of additional judgeship positions 
for a District Judge, a Magistrate Judge and 
a Bankruptcy Judge to be located at Steu
benville. The Judges at Columbus are ex
tremely busy in an effort to cope with their 
own present dockets. For the year ended 
June 30, 1993, weighted filings per district 
judgeship in this district were 388. This is 
barely under the standard of 400 weighted fil
ings per judgeship established by the Judi
cial Conference Subcommittee on Judicial 
Statistics as the threshold indicator that ad
ditional judgeships may be needed for the 
Court. In responding to the questionnaire for 
the 1984 Biennial Survey of Judgeship Needs, 
I considered requesting an additional judge
ship at Steubenville, but I felt that the sta
tistics and the lack of any court facilities at 
that location would foreclose consideration 
of such a request. If, however, adequate 
court facilities are established at Steuben-

ville, I would anticipate an increase of the 
court's business at that location which 
would justify an additional district court 
judgeship at that location. The same jus
tification would support an additional mag
istrate judge and bankruptcy judge to be lo
cated at Steubenville. If the Steubenville 
docket should not require the full time serv
ices of these judges at that location, their 
work assignments can be adjusted so that 
some portion of their time would be spent in 
Columbus in order to assist the Columbus 
judges in disposing of the business of the 
Court at that location. The additional judge
ships would benefit the entire Eastern Divi
sion of the Southern District of Ohio, but es
pecially would be of benefit to the citizens 
who live in the eastern and southeastern sec
tions of our state and who truly need conven
ient and inexpensive access to the federal 
court system. 

With highest regards and best wishes. 
Sincerely, 

JOHN D. HOLSCHUH. 
Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the 
subcommittee which considered this 
bill and reported this bill out for the 
consideration of the House, I want to 
rise in strong opposition to the Fawell 
amendment, and state to my col
leagues that we have considered some 
50 different courthouse projects in this 
bill. We are singling out three for some 
reason, just because they have not been 
authorized officially by the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation. 

However, as members of the Sub
committee on Treasury-Postal Service
General Government of the Committee 
on Appropriations, we have consulted 
with the authorizing committee, and 
we have determined that in our view 
these projects ought to go forward. 

None of these projects are in my dis
trict. I want to repeat that one more 
time: None of these projects are in the 
district that I represent. 

However, Mr. Chairman, I want to 
talk a little bit about the Albany site. 
They had needed a courthouse in that 
area for many years. The city of Al
bany even donated land upon which a 
courthouse could be built. Six million 
dollars has already been appropriated 
for this courthouse, and the project 
cannot go forward until the other $6 
million is appropriated by this body. 

Mr. Chairman, the case for the Al
bany courth·ouse has already been 
made by our good friends who rep
resent that area, the gentlemen from 
Georgia, Mr. BISHOP and Mr. ROWLAND, 
but I want to add there is a dire need 
there, and this project should not be 
singled out. We talk about $22 million. 

Let me say to the gentleman from Il
linois [Mr. FAWELL] if he wants to save 
money for the taxpayers, why does he 
not take out this $53 million that we 
are throwing away to the Chicago Fed
eral Center? That is pork. If the gen
tleman is looking for pork, why does he 
not eliminate that $53 million in the 
gentleman's own home State? 

There is a certain irony here that ev
eryone wants to be a pork buster in 
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somebody else's State, in somebody 
else's area. I say, Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman is really serious about this, 
let us save $53 million and eliminate 
the Chicago Federal Center. That is $30 
million more than the gentleman has 
proposed. Of course, the gentleman is 
not going to do that, because, again, 
this goes back to the irony of it. Pork 
is something in somebody else's State 
for somebody else's area. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
remaining amount of my time to the 
distinguished chairman of the sub
committee, the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. HOYER]. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I hope, Mr. Chairman, we are getting 
to the end of this debate. I think every
body understands what the debate is 
about. I think some good points have 
been made. 

Mr. Chairman, I, too, am opposed to 
the Fawell amendment, and reiterate 
once again, everybody understands 
that not a nickel can be spent on any 
of these courthouses until such time as 
the authorizors make a determination 
that the project should go forward and 
approve a prospectus. 

That is the bottom line. I say that is 
the bottom line because historically, 
the offense has been that the appropri
ators would put in projects, be pro
tected by the rule, pass them into law, 
and the authorizing committees would 
never see them. The authorizers did 
not think that was appropriate. We 
have, over the last two years, agreed 
with that, and these three projects 
must pass muster with the authorizing 
committees before more money is 
spent on acquisition of land, construc
tion, or design. 

D 2040 

The only thing that money can be 
spent on is to provide the prospectus to 
the committee. 

I urge the House, the Committee on 
the Whole, to reject the Fawell amend
ment. 

I want to tell Members in all hon
esty, there are other projects in this 
bill that have not been included in this 
amendment that come from other 
areas and other Members projects on 
that side of the aisle that are not to
tally authorized. They are good 
projects and they ought to move for
ward. These projects in particular, 
however, have not been authorized in 
the Senate. The law says both but 
these projects have not been authorized 
in the Senate. I am not sure what the 
Senators will think in conference of 
the other projects. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DARDEN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. FAWELL. If there are other un
authorized projects, I do not know of 
them, but I certainly would like to. 

Mr. HOYER. We are going to speak to 
the gentleman's amendment. I want to 
limit myself to the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
from Illinois for the opportunity to 
speak on his amendment and for all the 
hard work the gentleman has done in 
the fight against pork barrel spending. 
As cochairman of the Porkbuster Coa
lition, he and his staff are to be com
mended for all of their hours of hard 
work. 

Mr. Chairman, Congress is worse 
than the kid who buys a candy bar with 
money that mom gave him for a loaf of 
bread. Some Members of Congress still 
have never learned to follow directions 
and they know we cannot punish them 
because all points of order have been 
waived against this bill. We can, how
ever, take their money away. 

Mr. Chairman, the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee points 
out that the bill, as it is written, would 
require authorization before we have 
any funds expended that are appro
priated here. But we all know how this 
works. Once we get the train going 
down the track, we get it through the 
House of Representatives, it is taken 
up in conference with the Senate, those 
requirements are dropped out, and be
fore we know it, we are on the way. 

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on Ap
propriations has taken it upon them
selves to tell how best the money 
should be spent. This is not their role 
and they have not been granted the au
thority to do this. Unfortunately, the 
rules that the House has implemented 
to avoid this scenario are conveniently 
being ignored. In addition, not only 
were these courthouses not approved 
for appropriations, they were not re
quested by anyone who has the author
ity to make a request. The Public 
Buildings Act of 1959 gave the power to 
request funding for these projects to 
the General Services Administration 
and the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation. Neither of these 
authorizing bodies have asked for the 
courthouses. Yet somehow $15.8 million 
found its way without direction from 
those who are supposed to be involved 
in this process. It is little wonder why 
these authorizing committees have not 
acted when we consider the case of the 
Ohio courthouse. 

We have letters not only from the 
senior chief judge but we also have let
ters from every other judge that serves 
in that district in Ohio, and every one 
of them expresses reservation about 
that courthouse: 

Judge Carl Rubin, Judge George 
Smith, Judge Arthur Spiegel who says, 
"The above is by way of saying that if 
the Government wan ts to spend some 
money, they could refurbish the Fed
eral courtroom and chambers in Steu-

benville rather than spending a fortune 
building a new courthouse which is 
probably unnecessary.'' 

The same with Judge Sandra 
Beckwith. The list goes on. 

I urge every Member who has heard 
from his constituents to stop pork bar
rel spending to vote for the Fawell 
amendment. These three projects are 
the very definition of pork barrel 
spending. The President did not ask for 
them, the authorizing agency did not 
ask for them, the authorizing commit
tee did not ask for them. A vote for the 
Fawell amendment will be a vote for 
responsibility and integrity. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOODLATTE. I yield to the gen
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want·. before the other gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] speaks on this, 
to say to the gentleman, the gentleman 
indicated, "We all know how the game 
is played." I do not believe this is a 
game. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
did not call it a game. I said, "how the 
process works." 

Mr. HOYER. "We all know how the 
process works." 

I want to tell the gentleman as seri
ously as I can, that I have discussed 
this language with the Chairman of the 
Senate Committee. This language re
quiring prior authorization and a pro
spectus approval will be in the con
ference report that comes back to this 
House. This Chairman is not playing 
games. When I tell the gentleman this 
is going to be subject to authorization, 
as I have told the gentleman from Cor
pus Christi, as I have told the gen
tleman from Steubenville, as I have 
told the gentleman from Albany, this 
project will not go forward unless the 
House Committee passes a prospectus. 

I want the gentleman to be assured 
that this language will not be dropped 
in conference. We are not playing 
games, we are not gaming the process, 
we are saying that the authorization 
and the appropriation will go together. 

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gen
tleman that the appropriation is com
ing here, but it is coming subject to au
thorization, so that the appropriations 
cannot and will not go forward absent 
the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation action. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Reclaiming my 
time, I thank the chairman for his de
termination in that regard. 

I would ask the chairman why it is 
we cannot simply wait on the action of 
the authorizing committees if there is 
such controversy regarding these 
courthouses. 

Mr. HOYER. The determination of 
the committee, as the gentleman from 
Georgia has indicated, is that we felt 
that these were projects that had 
merit. We have, therefore, included 
them in this bill because it will accel
erate their construction time if, in 
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fact, at some point in time in the fu
ture the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation acts. We thought 
that appropriate and it did not in any 
way undermine our policies. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
GOODLATTE] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Goon
LATTE was allowed to proceed for 1 ad
ditional minute.) 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
would urge that we adopt the Fawell 
amendment, and follow the process 
that is here. I respect the judgment of 
the committee, but I think the judg
ment of the GSA, the judgment of the 
Committee on Public Works and Trans
portation, the judgment of the admin
istration and the judgment of those of 
us who are concerned about unauthor
ized projects be recognized and that 
this amendment be carried. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I have listened to the 
debate and I have listened to a lot of 
misnomer here tonight. 

The last I heard, the Office of Man
agement and Budget was an executive 
branch agency. they have no constitu
tional right to tell Congress where the 
courthouses shall be and where the 
judges will sit. Let me say that again, 
because we are not listening in this de
bate, ladies and gentlemen. 

Mr. Chairman, when Members on 
that side of the aisle came to me, I 
took their cause as if they were a Dem
ocrat and I have been completely fair. 
I want to say this. Four year ago I 
raised 71 points of order on this bill, 
and it had one of the greatest chairmen 
in our history, Chairman Roybal, be
cause everybody legislated in it but 
they would not allow a Traficant IRS 
provision. They were going to strike 
that. It came in the size of an encyclo
pedia and left the size of a comic book 
when it went to the Senate. 

Mr. Chairman, I am for these 
projects. The Congress of the United 
States shall determine not only where 
the courts will be, but where the judges 
will sit. That is our constitutional 
empowerment and we have been trans
ferring it to the White House in every 
code of our government budget from 
day one. 

Let us look at some facts. Corpus 
Christi, Albany, Providence, GSA had 
them in their request, they said they 
were needed. The Office of Management 
and Budget said, "Keep them out of the 
budget.'' 

Let me ask this to Members: What if 
the Office of Management and Budget 
does not like the vote that a Repub
lican casts on a President's measure, 
and they leave your project out? Do 
you want fairness? You will get fair
ness and you have gotten fairness. 

Mr. Chairman, let us talk about 
Steubenville. Those judges in Colum-

bus are worried they are going to be as
signed to Steubenville. It is not their 
decision if one of them need be as
signed. The people from Steubenville 
have to drive 200 miles to have a damn 
Social Security appeal hearing, maybe 
stay overnight. we have asked for a 
new ll(b) prospectus on a courthouse in 
Steubenville. Not one of these projects 
will be funded if our committee does 
not approve them, and that is the tech
nical legal language. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say one 
other thing here. We have gotten off 
base. Two years ago, I cut courthouse 
projects 10 percent across the board. 
Then I came to this House and some 
Member stood up with a great speech 
for another 2 percent cut. I supported 
the 2 percent cut, and I supported the 
gentleman from North Dakota, Mr. 
POMEROY's cut today, even though 
some would say, "Well, hell, aren't you 
doing your job over there" because we 
are cannibalizing everything and we 
are all going to go on with this, but 
here is what I am saying to Members. 

0 2050 
Not one of these projects is funded by 

Chairman HOYER. Chairman HOYER, in 
consultation with the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. MI
NETA], and myself, deemed that they 
were appropriate, deemed that they 
maybe needed pending approval, and 
we concurred, and they have given us 
the courtesy. 

And do you know what? Do you know 
how much authorization really exists 
in these bills? And do you want to 
jump on Albany, Corpus Christi, and 
Steubenville, OH? · 

If our committee does not approve 
these projects, they will not be ap
proved. 

Ladies and gentlemen, let me say 
this is a man who raised 71 points of 
order. It may be a record. 

The appropriators used to write all 
the laws. We have come to the point 
where appropriators are concurring 
with authorizing committees, and we 
are developing that type of relation
ship. 

I did not raise a point of order. I did 
not need to. I think Chairman HOYER 
has done a great job with this commit
tee, and it is pretty tough to replace a 
Chairman Roybal. 

I am asking the Members to vote for 
our due power process here. We govern. 
The President executes and admin
isters the people's law. We govern. We 
set policy. We are not beyond the 
boundaries of that process here to
night. 

So I am asking you to vote no on the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL], 
and I think that the gentleman from Il
linois [Mr. FAWELL] is one of the most 
distinguished Members we have. I com
mend him. But in this point, in this 
case here, I say to the gentleman from 

Illinois [Mr. FAWELL], I believe you are 
wrong, and I am asking everybody who 
had gotten fairness with these Mem
bers now looking for that fairness to 
remember when you drove up. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to con
gratulate the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. TRAFICANT] for that very ringing 
speech on behalf of his area and the 
things he believes in with his court
house. I think that is very appropriate. 

I would point out he is absolutely 
historically correct. The change in the 
Committee on Rules began at the time 
that he made his 71 points of order 
against this bill 3 years ago, I think it 
was, and that is what started it. Ever 
since then we have been left in sort of 
a funny limbo up in the Committee on 
Rules, and we are no longer playing by 
the House rules. We are playing by 
whatever rules come along that suit a 
certain number of people in the major
ity that day. 

Now, that may be fine, but that is 
not fair to the other Members of this 
House. 

I think there are probably some in 
the majority who are a little surprised 
the minority is not more grateful for 
the open amendment process that we 
have had on this bill. We are grateful 
that all Members have the chance to 
offer cutting amendments, and there 
have been plenty. Given the restrictive 
tendency, particularly that we have 
seen in the past, we are making some 
progress in getting amendments out, 
and that is good. 

But this open amendment process is 
not a gift from the majority on the 
Committee on Rules. It is the standing 
operating procedures of this House 
under which spending bills are sup
posed to be considered. So it is not 
anything special. 

If we lived by our rules, we would be 
doing the normal order. In fact, the 
reason this bill went to the Committee 
on Rules in the first place is not be
cause the appropriators wanted to shut 
out any amendments, and there were 
some that probably should have been 
shut out, but this bill went to the Com
mittee on Rules because the appropri
ators wanted protection, protection for 
provisions in the bill that violate 
standing House rules, and they got pro
tection from the majority side of the 
Committee on Rules. 

Among those violations are these un
authorized courthouses, projects worth 
$25 million or so that have not been au
thorized as priorities by this Congress 
or by the administration or even by the 
GSA, and I do not know what they are 
doing authorizing things either. 

Had the Committee on Rules not 
granted those courthouses special pro
tection today, Members would have 
been able to strike them out of this bill 
automatically by raising a point of 
order as the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
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TRAFICANT] did 3 years ago 71 times. 
But because of the protective action by 
the Committee on Rules, today's Mem
bers have to instead vote on whether or 
not these courthouses are going to be 
given special clearance. Here we are at 
9 o'clock at night still debating these 
things. It is not automatic. The same 
privilege is not available as the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] had 
3 years ago. 

The burden is now on those seeking 
to uphold the rules of the House, not on 
those attempting to break them. That 
is wrong. It is a dangerous shift in re
sponsibility when you consider the 
enormity of our budget crisis. 

I am going to urge my colleagues to 
support the Fawell amendment from 
the point of view of the minority of the 
Committee on Rules. We need to send a 
signal to the House that we do live 
within our own rules. That is why we 
have them. We need to send a signal 
that says we do not penalize those who 
do honor the rules, because every Mem
ber has got to realize that if we keep 
this up on the trend we are on now, 
they are not only going to have to get 
appropriations from the appropriators 
for their projects, they are going to 
have to get protection, and that has a 
bad sound to it. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel that there is a 
requirement to answer the implication 
just left by the previous speaker. 

The gentleman talks about the ac
tions taken by the Committee on Rules 
to protect projects which were unau
thorized. I would point out that that is 
a convenience which is often provided 
by the Committee on Rules in order to 
facilitate a rational order of business. 

I just have to say that despite all of 
the pious posing I have heard on the 
floor over the past 9 hours from various 
Members, I find it quaint, indeed, but 
not at all surprising, that the only ob
jections made to projects which were 
protected by the Committee on Rules 
in the way which the gentleman finds 
outrageous are to projects in the dis
tricts of Democrats. I find no such out
rage expressed by the fact that those 
same rules protect a number of 
projects in the districts of Members on 
that side of the aisle. I see three on the 
page I am looking at right now. 

And yet I see no amendment coming 
from that side of the aisle to eliminate 
projects in Republican districts. One of 
those projects is in the district of one 
of the Republicans sitting on the floor 
now. 

Now, I would suggest that if the gen
tleman is going to express moral out
rage, that he target it in a balanced 
way to targets on both sides of the 
aisle. 

This is the first time I have taken 
the floor on this bill. I had not in
tended to take it at all. The fact is 
that there are going to be literally 

hundreds of projects that come through side of the aisle-and I think the gen
this House in bills ranging from this tleman from Maryland does not do 
bill to the defense appropriation bill, that. I think it was inappropriate. 
and if we are going to be officious and Mr. HOYER. Well, then why do we 
nit-picking about the stage in which not keep the debate on the issue? We 
some of those projects are, and if we will all be better off. 
are going to have selective amend- Mr. CUNNINGHAM. And I agree. 
ments offered from that side of the The only other statement I wanted to 
aisle to eliminate only projects in make is that Mr. TRAFICANT is prob
Democratic districts, then I suggest to ably one of the most honest, bipartisan 
you that there are going to be a lot of individuals that you have over there, 
amendments offered from this side of and I appreciate that. I agree with the 
the aisle eliminating projects which gentleman. 
are similarly not authorized on that Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
side of the aisle. gentleman yield? 

I do not think that is the way the Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
game ought to be played. I think the gentleman from Florida. 
committees have a right to make a Mr. GOSS. I thank the gentleman for 
judgment about whether or not a yielding. 
project is meritorious or not regardless Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to take 
of whether it is located in a Republican a few seconds to respond. I want to as
district or a Democratic district. sure the distinguished chairman of the 

No Congress has ever changed any Committee on Appropriations that I 
President's budget by more than 3 per- have no idea whose districts all of 
cent. That 3-percent difference is what these projects are in, and I do not know 
makes a President and not a king. I whether they are Republicans or Demo
make absolutely no apologies for the crats. The tenor of my remarks has 
fact that the Congress on occasion ex- nothing to do with partisanship. The 
ercises judgment and approves an occa- tenor of my remarks has everything to 
sional project which has not yet made do with the rules of the House and how 
it through the authorizing process, they are managed by the majority and 
even though in the end most of them has a whole lot to do with the question 
probably will. of the fiscal crisis confronting this 

But I just note with great interest country. That is what my motives are. 
the partisan selectivity of the amend- We have a lot of decisions to make. We 
ments before us on the floor tonight, do not have a good set of House rules. 
and in the interests of avoiding par- The distinguished chairman at this 
tisan nastiness on bills to come, I point has referred to us as nit-picking, 
would urge Members to recognize that to be suggesting we should be following 
if those targets are going to be exclu- the rules. If that is the only regard 
sively on the Democratic side of the that the chairman of the Committee on 
aisle, there are going to be a lot of tar- Appropriations has for the rules of the 
gets on the Republican side of the aisle House, that every time we are trying 
when the coming bills come to the to waive them we are nit-picking, then 
House floor. why do we have a Rules Committee, 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman; I Mr. Chairman? 
move to strike the requisite number of Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
words. gentleman yield? 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
only two short statements. · gentleman from Illinois. 

First of all, I do not like to be threat- Mr. FA WELL. I thank the gentleman 
ened, and if the individual wants to for yielding. 
threaten, we can handle that real good. I do hope we all can just cool down a 

It had not gotten nasty. At least, I bit. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
had not understood the debate had got- TRAFICANT] and I came into the Con
ten nasty until the last speaker spoke. gress together, I think. I have watched 
If the gentleman wants to do some- this man as a fierce, independent per
thing, he can just come right over here. son, blaze his way, set up new concepts, 

new ideas, because he is truly an inde-
O 2100 pendent thinker. I feel badly that we 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the disagree in this one regard. I went to 
gentleman yield? the Committee on Rules. I waited 2 or 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I am happy to 3 hours to finally ask if I might have 
yield to the gentleman from Maryland the right to raise a point of order 
[Mr. HOYER]. against these 5 projects because they 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman were not authorized. They were deter-
for yielding. mined by a bipartisan group, by the 

Mr. Chairman, we do not need to do way, not a partisan group, and if the 
that. chairman would put Republican 
· Mr. CUNNINGHAM. And the chair- projects in the list where no authoriza
man does not need to threaten this side tion is required, then I can assure you 
of the aisle, either, I agree. It had not that as our staff labors over these ap
gotten nasty. It had not gotten nasty, propriations in the little time that we 
but I do not like to be threatened per- have, we most certainly would include 
sonally or have my colleagues on this them. And I think the next amendment 
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that is coming up, Congressman 
MACHTLEY, for instance, will be taking 
a position against us. He happens to be 
a Republican against the Rhode Island 
project. But I simply want to say that 
when you are, as a member of the mi
nority, especially, consistently denied 
the rules which theoretically are there, 
I would have had a right if the rules 
had been recognized, to simply stand 
up here and make a point of order and 
that would be the end of these projects 
for this year. 

Now, there are efforts being made, 
and understandably so, that there 
should be a prospectus that will be ul
timately issued and, yes, Jim, you are 
going to have to deal with GSA, which 
is an executive branch. The law says 
GSA has got to be a part of the pro
spectus procedure, and reviewing where 
that courthouse is going to be, making 
a very in-depth analysis. Then when 
they bring that prospectus to OMB, 
with a favorable recommendation-it 
may not get the approval of OMB. In 
regard to Corpus Christi, OMB said, 
"no, we don't think it should be fund
ed." That is what OMB said. It is part 
of the legal process, it is part of what 
your committee has to work with, it is 
part of what we have to work with. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM was allowed to proceed for 
2 additional minutes.) 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply say in re
sponse to the gentleman from Florida 
that what I find interesting is not the 
gentleman's nit-picking, but his selec
tive nit-picking and his selective out
rage. I repeat, if the gentleman is so 
pi9us and so concerned about the pu
rity of the rules of the House, why did 
he not include in his amendment the 
three Republican projects I am looking 
at, all of which are designated not au
thorized, not authorized, not author
ized? 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. FAWELL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, all I can say is we 
have the staff of this porkbusters 
group. They worked it over. They are 
bipartisan. We did not find any other 
projects which had not been approved 
by the authorizing committee. There 
are five-we have four courthouses, we 
have the Walla Walla Corps of Engi
neers facility, but if the gentleman 
would show me any other project which 
has not been authorized by the Public 
Works Committee, I would be glad to 
take a look at them. 

Mr. OBEY. I am not impressed by the 
gentleman's selective piety. 

Mr. FAWELL. If there is anybody 
with selective piety, I know of no one 
who has more than the gentleman from 
Wisconsin. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM] has again expired. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just make the 
point, the Rules Committee has been 
referred to. On the question of being in 
the minority, the gentleman may very 
well on that afternoon have lived 
through the testimony given by our 
colleague [Mr. TRAFICANT] and myself. 
I would point out for the record that I 
am vice chair of the subcommittee of 
jurisdiction on this bill. Mr. TRAFICANT 
and I were turned down on an amend
ment that we wanted to offer on this 
bill. I think that establishes the judi
cious nature of the decisionmaking 
process in the Committee on Rules. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman fromlllinois [Mr. FAWELL]. 

The question was taken, and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 145, noes 271, 
not voting 23, as follows: 

Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Danner 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 

[Roll No. 244] 

AYES-145 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hoagland 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 

Maloney 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
McKeon 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Paxon 
Penny 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 
Shuster 

Slattery 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Stearns 

Abercrombie 
Andrews (TX) 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Frank (MA) 
Frof't 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
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Stenholm 
Stump 
Talent 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 

NOES-271 

Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoke 
Holden 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Inslee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Mann 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 

Upton 
Walker 
Weldon 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Neal (MA) 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Packard 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
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Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 

Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 

Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING-23 
Ackerman 
Applegate 
Berman 
Cooper 
Dooley 
Dornan 
Fish 
Ford (Ml) 

Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Glickman 
McDade 
Neal (NC) 
Reynolds 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 

D 2126 

Saxton 
Sharp 
Tauzin 
Thomas (CA) 
Torres 
Underwood (GU) 
Washington 
Whitten 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Cooper for, with Mr. Ackerman 

against. 

Messrs. GILMAN, EVERETT, PACK
ARD, FINGERHUT, and TAYLOR of 
Mississippi changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Mr. HOAGLAND changed his vote 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FAWELL 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FAWELL: 
Page 31, line 15, insert "(less $11,427,000)" 

before ", of which". 
Page 34, line 16, insert "(less $11,427,000)" 

before ", which shall". 
Page 36, strike line 25 and all that follows 

through page 37, line 2. 
Page 37, strike lines 9 through 11. 
Page 38, line 24, insert "and" after the 1st 

semicolon. 
Page 38, line 24, strike the last semicolon 

and all that follows through "Building" on 
page 39, line 2. 

Page 40, line 22, insert "(less $11,427,000)" 
before "shall remain". 

Mr. FAWELL (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I am 

going to be very brief. I do want to, 
however, clear up one point. The gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] 
made the statement that three projects 
being in districts of Republicans in 
Covington, Kentucky, London, Ken
tucky, and Greenville, Tennessee, were 
not authorized and yet included in the 
appropriation. 

This is not true. All, and we have just 
verified this, all were authorized in the 
House; all had approved prospectuses. 

D 2130 
Mr. Chairman, these three projects to 

which the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. OBEY] referred, the latter being in 
Greenville, Tennessee, all had been au
thorized and gone through the process, 
fully approved. And the GSA had issued 
prospectuses. I am sorry that there was 

partisanship introduced in that aspect, 
because if it is any one thing that we 
have tried to do in the porkbuster 
group is to try to be fair about the 
projects that we select. I do not even 
ask staff of our different Members 
which Members of Congress might be 
affected. And oftentimes, those 
projects are in Illinois. Oftentimes, I 
have received a lot of criticism even 
from my fellow colleagues from Illi
nois. So enough of that. 

I am not going to go into the argu
ments. Members have heard all the ar
guments. 

I want to describe, at least I would 
like Members to know the two projects 
that are a part of this amendment. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FA WELL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, before 
the gentleman gets to those projects, I 
want to make the point, I happen to be 
for all three of the projects that the 
gentleman just mentioned. But under 
the law, they have to be authorized in 
both Houses. At an earlier time in the 
debate, I told the House that one of the 
problems here was that a lot of times 
the other House simply does not act. 
Under the law, to be fully authorized 
and follow the rules, they must be au
thorized in both Houses. 

The three projects that gentleman 
mentioned have not been authorized by 
the other House. It is this Member's 
opinion that is not because any one of 
those projects lacks merit. They ought 
to be approved. We included them in 
our bill. But technically, under the 
rules, they are not fully authorized. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I can
not control the Senate. But what we do 
is to look for what we can control and 
what violates the rules of this House. 
And that is what we try to do, that is 
what we look at. We certainly cannot 
control the other body. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, I just 
want to tell the gentleman that under 
the law, the Chairman was correct. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I would 
respectfully disagree. 

The first project deals with an office 
complex utilized by the Corps of Engi
neers in an office complex in Walla 
Walla, WA, the building project, al
though, listed under repairs and alter
nation under the federal building fund 
is for $2.8 million for demolition of the 
office complex on lands being returned 
to the city of Walla Walla. After many, 
many years of use by the Corps of En
gineers under a long-term agreement 
that expressly states that upon the 
abandonment of the facilities they 
would revert to Walla Walla, and I 
quote, "And the Federal Government 
shall not be required to provide any 
restoration whatsoever of any of the 
facilities conveyed." That is a $2.8 mil
lion project. 

The other project, which is in Provi
dence, Rhode Island, is for $8.6 million 
in reference to the repair and improve
ment of the federal courthouse. 

I will end my remarks, briefly, as I 
promised, by saying that both of these 
were never requested by the adminis
tration. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FAWELL 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. FA WELL. They were not re
quested by the administration. They 
were not requested or authorized by 
the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. No prospectus by the 
GSA has ever been given as required by 
the Public Buildings Act, and they are 
in violation of the rules which state 
that an appropriation bill without au
thority violates our rules. And they 
also have legislating in the appropria
tion. Both of these have been waived. 
All of the arguments which Members 
heard pro and con before apply here. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is, I 
think, very honest when he says all the 
arguments that were made last time 
apply here. So that those 271 Members 
who voted no on the previous amend
ment should feel comfortable voting no 
on this amendment. 

The reason is that not a nickel can 
be spent, as we said previously, with
out going to the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation and having 
the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation approve both the Provi
dence, RI, and the Walla Walla 
projects. We did that because the gen
tleman is correct. We want to follow 
the appropriate process. It will be an 
appropriation, but it cannot be spent 
until such time as, as the gentleman 
correctly observed, the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation au
thorizes that expense. 

Mr. FA WELL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, if we 
were to follow what the gentleman has 
just said with every appropriation, all 
the appropriators would ever have to 
do is to say, no, there is no authoriza
tion. It is over budget, unrequested 
and, yes, there is legislating in the ap
propriation, but trust us. Sometime, 
somewhere, some way down that line 
you will find magically, through the 
hands of one or two Members, and I 
trust this gentleman, that some au
thorization will take place. Trust us. 
And that is part and parcel of why we 
are big spenders and are disappointing 
the people of this Nation time and time 
again when we do these kinds of things. 

The rules mean nothing. They mean 
nothing. And this is a good example of 
it. 
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Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, reclaim

ing my time, we are too late. I under
stand that. 

The rules do mean something. The 
rules are being followed. The rules sim
ply provide for waivers. The rules have 
been adopted by a majority of this 
House. 

I am tired of hearing the rules are 
not being followed. The rules are being 
followed, and the rules provide for 
waivers. 

Why? We could not fund Customs if 
we did not have a waiver. We could not 
fund the Mint, if we did not have a 
waiver in this bill. Why? Because no 
authorizing legislation b.as been en
acted. 

We could sit there and say, the rules 
say that we should not fund Customs 
because there is no authorization and, 
therefore, the Customs agents would 
not be paid and, therefore, drug inter
diction would stop. NAFT A would not 
be enforced because the rules were not 
being followed, because they have not 
been authorized. 

Yes, we have waived the rules, under 
the rules. We amend the Constitution 
of the United States under the rules of 
the Constitution of the United States. 

0 2140 
I am tired, Mr. Chairman, of hearing 

that the rules are not being followed. 
What the gentleman do not like is that 
the rules provide for waivers. They 
then are reported to the floor, and 218 
people, or at least a majority voting on 
the question, have t o vote for them. 

We are following the rules here. The 
gentleman does not like the rule that 
has been adopted. He probably voted 
against it. I understand that. I respect 
the gentleman 's disagreement with it, 
but we a re following the rules. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT], my friend 
and distinguished Member. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I 
would only add to the discussion that 
the issue around the debate, and what 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. FAWELL] is over, that we 
add to an authorization the clause that 
we do not appropriate the money until 
it has been authorized, or the authoriz
ing committee acts. However, being a 
member of the Appropriations Commit
tee, because I had a project that we 
used these rules on, it was not author
ized, and therefore the money was not 
appropriated, so the system we are 
using does work. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for his comment, and I urge a no vote 
on the amendment. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ARMEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would ask if my friend, the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] is listen
ing. I am so sorry to hear my friend, 
the gentleman from Maryland, STENY 
HOYER, say that he is tired of hearing 
about these rules being waived. Let me 
tell the gentleman, my good friend, and 
he is my good friend, he is going to 
hear about it. 

Mr. HOYER. If the gentleman will 
yield so I can be precise, I said I was 
tired of hearing that the rules are not 
being followed. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, the 
rules are not being followed, and I will 
say it over and over and over again, 
and I will try to keep my cool in saying 
it over and over and over again. 

The truth of the matter is that the 
rules around here are waived about 80 
percent of the time. That means that 
the rules that the Democrats, with all 
due respect, because they are the ma
jority, but the rules that they adopt on 
the first day of the beginning of the 
session every 2 years are nothing but a 
subterfuge. They do not intend to fol
low the rules. They intend to waive the 
rules, and they do it 75 percent of the 
time. 

Mr. ARMEY. The Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. I would like to reclaim 
my time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I will 
give the gentleman another 5 minutes. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 5 
minutes, and I would like to have part 
of it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I will give the gen
tleman another 5 minutes beyond that. 

Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will 
continue to yield, I want to make the 
point, there is another bill coming up 
here. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I con
tinue to yield to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON], after his gen
erous offer. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, who 
said regular order over there? Do they 
want to come down and discuss it? 
What is regular and what is irregular 
about it? 

Mr. Chairman, let me just say that 
there is a 'rule coming up in a few min
utes that is going to keep everybody 
here, except there will not be a vote 
here, because we were nice enough to 
put over the last 15 minutes of the rule 
until tomorrow, so we do not have to 
keep the gentleman waiting. I see the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] 
there, and the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. WOLF]. 

Now we have the rules of the House, 
but in this rule that is coming up in a 
few minutes, we are going to mistreat 
just 1 Member of the 435 Members of 
this body. We are going to mistreat the 
gentleman sitting here, the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. WOLF], because he is 

the only person that we do not waive 
the rules for in this transportation ap
propriation bill that is coming up in a 
few minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, we are going to waive 
the rule for the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. HOYER], so he can have his 
parochial piece of legislation approved 
in the bill, but we are not going to do 
that for the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. WOLF], because he happens to be a 
Republican. 

Therefore, I would say to the gen
tleman, STENY HOYER, not to stand up 
here with all this drama and say he is 
tired of hearing that we are not obey
ing the rules. We are misusing the 
rules by waiving them time after time 
after time, 75 percent of the time. 

It is a subterfuge. The gentleman 
knows it, and every Member of this 
body knows it. All the special interest 
people, · the good government groups, 
know it. They came and testified be
fore our committee to reform this 
House. They all said so. 

The gentleman knows it, so he should 
not stand up here and be outraged. We 
are abusing the rules, and the gen
tleman knows it. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I think I 
can be very brief here. I have watched 
this debate for a long time, and I have 
for ten years now admired my friend, 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FA
WELL] and enjoyed working with him. 

Mr. Chairman, the protocols of our 
House admonish us not to question a 
Member's motives. Most of us are very 
diligent in observing that, almost all 
the time. 

In addition to the protocols of our 
House that govern our discourse, We 
would all agree that it is, Mr. Chair
man, bad form, at least, to threaten in 
debate Members with reprisal on either 
a personal, a partisan, or a parochial 
basis. 

The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
WHITTEN] would never have done that. 
Mr. Natcher would never have done 
that. Unhappily for this body, the new 
chairman of the Committee on Appro
priations, the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. OBEY], has done that tonight. 
I think that is a tragic betrayal of the 
legacy of both the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. WHITTEN] and Mr. Natch
er. 

It is also unfortunate that should be 
done in direction to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL], because for 
those of us who have had the privilege 
of working and working closely with 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FA
WELL] experience tells us that there 
can be no basis by which we can ques
tion either the thoroughness, the accu
racy, or the objectivity of his work. 

The gentleman from Illinois has been 
patient here, has been thorough in his 
research, has been patient in the Com
mittee on Rules, has suffered his dis
appointments in not getting leave of 
the waivers that protected his right to 
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offer a point of order, and has waited 
throughout most of this day to offer in 
the most good faith, based on the 
greatest diligence of workmanship, his 
amendments. He neither deserves to 
have his motives challenged, to be 
threatened with reprisal, or to have 
anybody question the quality of his 
work. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] has 
been consumed. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ARMEY 
was allowed to proceed for 30 addi
tional seconds.) 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, let me 
encourage the body to vote for honest 
hard work, good intentions, and sincere 
purpose. Vote yes on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. FAWELL]. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I just have to say that 
I think what Members need more than 
anything else to get through this de
bate tonight is simply a good fat sense 
of humor. 

Mr. Chairman, I have just heard the 
remarks from the economist from 
Texas [Mr. ARMEY], indicating that 
somehow I am not living up to the fine 
traditions of the Committee on Appro
priations when I take the time to point 
out selective piety among the body. 

What I said was very simple. I noted 
that there were a number of unauthor
ized projects in this bill , projects in 
Democratic districts, projects in Re
publican districts. I noted the selective 
piety that led the author of the amend
ment to reach a high level of moral 
outrage concerning three projects in 
Democratic districts, and I simply 
asked why it was that that piety did 
not extend itself to unauthorized 
projects in Republican districts. I have 
yet to receive an answer. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. The gentleman has had 
his time. 

Mr. FAWELL. I will give you the an
swer right now. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I will ask 
for order until I have completed my 
statement. I will be happy to yield 
when I have completed my statement, 
but I have had to listen to the gen
tleman a long time, and he is going to 
listen to me for 2 minutes. 

Mr. FA WELL. OK. OK. 
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I simply 

then made the observation, to recite 
what happened on the previous amend
ment, I simply made the observation 
that I thought that projects ought to 
be reviewed by this committee, wheth
er Republican or Democratic, on the 
basis of their merit. 

Then I went on to say: But if, how
ever, we were going to get from the Mi
nority side a review of projects which 
was focused only on one side of the 
aisle , then I thought that the Members 
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on that side of the aisle had much, 
much more to lose than do Members on 
this side of the aisle, because, frankly, 
we have more votes than they do. I do 
not think those votes ought to be exer
cised in an abusive or unfair way, but I 
do think they should be exercised to 
enforce consistency. 

I would simply say, repeating what I 
said earlier, that I think the commit
tees ought to feel free to review 
projects on their merit. This Congress 
has the right on occasion to make a 
judgment which differs from that of 
the executive branch. But in the end, if 
we see Members insisting on going 
after only Democratic projects, then 
all I suggested is that there are an 
awful lot of Republican projects in ap
propriation bills yet to come, and I 
think we have a right to take note of 
that when those bills come before the 
body. 

0 2150 
Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. OBEY. I am happy to yield to the 

gentleman from Illinois. 
Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I think 

the gentleman was not here when I 
made my comments that the three 
projects to which the gentleman made 
reference, I have checked this with 
staff, are all authorized in the House, 
all approved by means of a prospectus 
issued by GSA in accordance with the 
Public Building Act. I mean this very 
sincerely, if the gentleman can show to 
me anywhere in there where there are 
projects which we have missed, I will 
be glad to take a look at them. 

Mr. OBEY. Reclaiming my time, I 
will simply say, the gentleman very 
carefully said the Republican projects 
that I referred to, the gentleman very 
carefully said were authorized "in the 
House." But the objection on the gen
tleman's side of the aisle earlier was 
that somehow the Committee on Rules 
had violated normal processes, because 
they had not allowed the gentleman to 
make a point of order against unau
thorized projects. 

My point is that if the gentleman is 
allowed to make a point of order 
against unauthorized projects, those 
three projects would have been just as 
vulnerable as those on the Democratic 
side of the aisle, and if the gentleman 
does not know that, he should. 

Mr. FAWELL. They are authorized, 
fully authorized. 

Mr. OBEY. No, they are not. 
Mr. FAWELL. Check with the com

mittee. 
Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the requisite number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, I just came to talk 

about a little place called Walla Walla. 
I kind of feel like the person that 
showed up at a white tie affair with 
brown shoes. Maybe we can get back 
here to what we were talking about. 

When I was in college, I used to an
nounce at KUJ in Walla Walla, my first 

job in radio so I have an affection for 
the town. If Members want to consider 
a mental hazard, because we are all 
public speakers, one gets certain things 
in his mind, afraid of mispronouncing a 
word and he does try sitting for a half 
hour listening to the network knowing 
that all you have got to say in a half 
hour is "This is KUJ in Walla Walla." 
One cannot say Walla Walla if he 
thinks about it for 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, what we have in this 
particular amendment is a project 
that, in fact, is subject to authoriza
tion, what we have been saying all 
evening long, nothing is going to hap
pen, no dollars are going to be spent 
unless the Public Works Committee, 
unless the Committee on Public Works 
authorizes it. 

Mr. Chairman, what this is all about 
is the people in Walla Walla deeded 
this property to the Federal Govern
ment in 1949 for a buck. The terms of 
the contract state that the property 
will revert to the local community on 
abandonment by the Federal Govern
ment. Both parties in good faith in
tended that the facility would revert to 
the local community in a few years. No 
one anticipated that the Corps of Engi
neers who was the occupant was going 
to inhabit this temporary World War II 
era barracks for 40 years. The buildings 
were constructed in 1941and1942 and at 
that time they were in tended to be 
used for a period of 15 to 20 years. 
Fifty-two years later, they are still 
standing. The buildings are asbestos
ridden, major maintenance has been 
deferred because of the temporary, the 
52-year temporary nature of this ar
rangement, and the site does not even 
begin to approach contemporary code 
standards. 

In 1985 the GSA commissioned a pro
fessional fire safety engineer to do a 
report on the site when the following 
i terns showed up: 

Deteriorating electrical wiring, high
ly combustible wood paneling, highly 
combustible cane ceiling tile, no auto
matic sprinkler system in six build
ings, no manual fire system, no emer
gency or exit lighting. 

In short, 50 years later this commu
nity is now saddled with a site that is 
structurally unsafe. The community 
that gave the property for a buck 45 
years ago, the community is saddled 
with buildings that are structurally 
unsafe, environmentally hazardous, 
and on which stand a series of build
ings whose useful life ended 20 years 
ago. 

Mr. Chairman, what this appropria
tion subject to authorization would do 
is tear them down and give the prop
erty back to Walla Walla. Let us vote 
one for Walla Walla tonight. Vote no. 

Mr. MACHTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I will try and be brief 
as the previous gentleman who tried to 
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express the facts in the case of Walla 
Walla. I would like to express the facts 
in the case of the Providence court
house. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not in my dis
trict, but because we only have one 
Federal courthouse in the State of 
Rhode Island, it is in fact imperative 
that this body understand the facts on 
which this amendment is being based. I 
have the greatest respect for my distin
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. FAWELL], but the court
house in Rhode Island is in serious 
need of repair. In fact, yesterday dur
ing the rain, the computer room flood
ed and was unusable. If we are going to 
have a crime bill which is going to put 
billions of dollars to try and deal with 
crime in our Nation, we must have a 
facility which can administer justice. 

In this particular courthouse, which 
was built in 1908, this is not a new 
building, this is merely an appropria
tion to repair an existing structure. 
This building has 56,000 square feet of 
office space which house 107 Federal 
employees who are involved in trying 
to administer justice in Rhode Island. 
It is one of the busiest courthouses in 
the country. These renovation plans 
have been in the system for over 10 
years. For the last 4 years, GSA has 
been working on them. 

Mr. Chairman, the alternatives to 
not funding this renovation are, first, 
to build a new courthouse which would 
be almost four times as expensive as 
these renovations. The second alter
native would be to vacate this court
house and lease spaces which over a 30-
year present value figure would again 
be four times the expense of renovating 
this courthouse. 

We have a situation where a jury 
which is trying to be empaneled, which 
would normally take 70 to 100 people, 
can only sit in one individual room 40 
people, we have people in the corridors 
waiting to hear jury instructions. 
When our prisoners are brought into 
this courthouse, they must ride in pub
lic elevators and stand with the public 
because there are no facilities. 

Yes, there are times when I think we 
ought to look beyond rules which 
would limit our ability to deal with se
rious issues, and I would suggest this is 
one of those times. No one who is run
ning a company would say that we 
should bind ourselves and not fix and 
protect our assets. No one who is a leg
islator would say we should become so 
involved that we do not take appro
priate action when we see necessary re
pairs needed. Yes, if we are going to 
dispense justice in this country and we 
have, I believe, some of the finest ju
rists in the Nation in Rhode Island, we 
should give them the tools that they 
need to dispense that justice, and that 
is a facility that has a courtroom, a fa
cility which could administer justice 
properly, and one which is in repair. 
We should not let this facility become 

deteriorated to the point of useless
ness. We should, in fact, appropriate 
this money. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment, and I join my col
league, the gentleman from Rhode Is
land, and express the same concern. 

Mr. Chairman, the status of the au
thorization versus the appropriation 
has been well discussed by Chairman 
HOYER and others. I want to reinforce 
some of the facts my colleague raised. 

This building was built in 1904. It has 
undergone no major structural renova
tions since the last part of the 1970's. It 
is one of the busiest courts in the coun
try. It ranks 8 out of 94 courthouses in 
this country in terms of trials per 
judge. It is, and I confirmed this Mon
day morning by walking through the 
building, in dire need of serious struc
tural repairs and other repairs. The 
walls are bespotted by watermarks as 
the rain creeps through the buildings. 
The bricks need to be repainted. The li
brary on the top floor was recently 
subject to a flood when the roof leaked 
seriously. There is poor ventilation in 
the building. In the computer room 
that my colleague referred to, it is en
closed within an interior space wit.bout 
windows. They literally have to have 
an external air circulator brought into 
the floor to circulate the air so that 
people can work in the building. 

Mr. Chairman, we swore in a new 
Federal judge last Monday. Her court
room is barely the size of a small ga
rage. It has no windows. It has no jury 
box. They simply roll in chairs to seat 
the jury. Her jury room in which the 
jury debates the fate of citizens before 
the bar is a corridor. They put a chair 
between, right outside the ladies' room 
and the men's room in the hall and 
they lock off two doors and post guards 
so the jury can deliberate. If those are 
the standards and the atmosphere for 
appropriate rendering of justice, I 
think not. 

0 2200 

I urge that this amendment be re
jected. These repairs are desperately 
needed. We should go forward and re
ject this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 136, noes 276, 
not voting 27, as follows: 

Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bereuter 
Bliley 
Boehle rt 
Boehner 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Danner 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Blute 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Borski 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 

June 15, 1994 
[Roll No. 245] 

AYES---136 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Huffington 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Ky! 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Margolies· 

Mezvinsky 
McCandless 
McCrery 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 

NOES---276 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz·Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 

Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 
Shuster 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Talent 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Walker 
Weldon 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoke 
Holden 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Inslee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E . B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
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Kreidler Neal (MA) Skeen 
LaFalce Norton (DC) Skelton 
Lambert Oberstar Slattery 
Lancaster Obey Slaughter 
Lantos Olver Smith (IA) 
LaRocco Ortiz Smith (NJ) 
Laughlin Orton Sn owe 
Lazio Owens Spratt 
Lehman Packard Stokes 
Levin Pallone Strickland 
Lewis (CA) Parker Studds 
Lewis (GA) Pastor Stupak 
Lightfoot Payne (NJ) Sundquist 
Lipinski Payne (VA) Swett 
Livingston Peterson (FL) Swift 
Lloyd Peterson (MN) Synar 
Long Pickett Tanner 
Lowey Pomeroy Taylor (MS) 
Machtley Poshard Tejeda 
Maloney Price (NC) Thompson 
Mann Quillen Thornton 
Manton Rahall Thurman 
Markey Rangel Torricelli 
Martinez Reed Towns 
Matsui Regula Traficant 
Mazzoli Richardson Tucker 
McColl um Ridge Unsoeld 
Mccurdy Roberts Valentine 
McDermott Roemer Velazquez 
McHale Rogers Vento 
McKinney Rose Visclosky 
McNulty Rostenkowski Volkmer 
Meehan Rowland Vucanovich 
Meek Roybal-Allard Walsh 
Menendez Rush Waters 
Meyers Sabo Watt 
Mfume Sanders Waxman 
Miller (CA) Sangmeister Wheat 
Mineta Sarpalius Wilson 
Minge Sawyer Wise 
Mink Schenk Wolf 
Moakley Schroeder Woolsey 
Molinari Schumer Wyden 
Mollohan Scott Wynn 
Montgomery Serrano Yates 
Murphy Shaw Young (AK) 
Murtha Shepherd Young (FL) 
Myers Sisisky 
Nadler Skaggs 

NOT VOTING-27 
Berman McDade Sharp 
Boucher Moran Stark 
Collins (IL) Neal (NC) Tauzin 
Cooper Pelosi Torres 
Fish Penny Underwood (GU) 
Ford (MI) Pickle Washington 
Ford (TN) Reynolds Whitten 
Fowler Romero-Barcelo Williams 
Glickman (PR) 
McCloskey Saxton 

D 2219 
Mr. DORNAN changed his vote from 

"no" to "aye." 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
D 2220 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

FEDERAL BUILDINGS FUND 
LIMITATIONS ON AVAILABILITY OF REVENUE 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading for new construction in Public Law 
103-123, the Independent Agencies Appropria
tions Act, 1994, $4,900,000 are rescinded for 
the following projects in the following 
amounts: 

Iowa: 
Burlington, Federal Parking Facility, 

$2,400,000 
Indiana: 
Hammond, U.S. Courthouse, $2,500,000. 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading for new construction in Public Law 
102-393, the Independent Agencies Appropria
tions Act, 1993, $24,295,000 are rescinded for 

the following projects in the following 
amounts: 

District of Columbia: 
United States Secret Service, Head

quarters, $13,958,000 
White House Remote Delivery and Vehicle 

Maintenance Facilities, $4,918,000 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, Field Of-

fice, $4,419,000 
Florida: 
Hollywood, Federal Building, $1 ,000,000. 
Of the funds made available under this 

headir1g for new construction in Public Law 
101- 509, the Independent Agencies Appropria
tions Act, 1991, $30,100,000 are rescinded for 
the following project in the following 
amount: 

Maryland: 
Prince George's County, Internal Revenue 

Service, Headquarters, $30,100,000. 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading for new construction in Public Law 
100-440, the Independent Agencies Appropria
tions Act, 1989, $4,400,000 is rescinded for the 
following project in the following amount: 

Florida: 
Lakeland, Federal Building, $4,400,000. 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading for repairs and alterations in Public 
Law 103-123, the Independent Agencies Ap
propriations Act, 1994, $4,715,000 are re
scinded for the following projects in the fol
lowing amounts: 

Arizona: 
Lukeville, Commercial Lot Expansion, 

$1,219,000 
San Luis, Primary lane expansion and ad

ministrative office space, $3,496,000. 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading for repairs and alterations in Public 
Law 101-509, the Independent Agencies Ap
propriations Act, 1991, $7,707,000 are re
scinded for the following projects in the fol
lowing amounts: 

New Mexico: 
Santa Teresa, New Border Station, 

$6,000,000 
Texas: 
Del Rio, Border Station, $1 ,707,000. 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading for repairs and alterations in Public 
Law 101-136, the Independent Agencies Ap
propriations Act, 1990, $2,088,000 are re
scinded for the following project in the fol
lowing amount: 

New Mexico: 
Santa Teresa, New Border Station, 

$2,088,000. 
OPERATING EXPENSES 

For expenses authorized by law, not other
wise provided for, necessary for asset man
agement activities; utilization of excess and 
disposal of surplus personal property; trans
portation management activities; procure
ment and supply management activities; 
Government-wide and internal responsibil
ities relating to automated data manage
ment, telecommunications, information re
sources management, and related activities; 
the Information Security Oversight Office 
established pursuant to Executive Order No. 
12356; the utilization survey, deed compli
ance inspection, appraisal, environmental 
and cultural analysis, and land use planning 
functions pertaining to excess and surplus 
real property; agency-wide policy direction; 
Board of Contract Appeals; accounting, 
-records management, and other support serv
ices incident to adjudication of Indian Tribal 
Claims by the United States Court of Federal 
Claims; services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 
3109; and not to exceed $5,000 for official re
ception and representation expenses; 
$123,020,000: Provided , That of the offsetting 

collections credited to this account, $172,000 
are permanently canceled. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
For necessary expenses of the Office of In

spector General and services authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109, $33,090,000: Provided, That not to 
exceed $5,000 shall be available for payment 
for information and detection of fraud 
against the Government, including payment 
for recovery of stolen Government property: 
Provided further , That not to exceed $2,500 
shall be available for awards to employees of 
other Federal agencies and private citizens 
in recognition of efforts and initiatives re
sulting in enhanced Office of Inspector Gen
eral effectiveness. 
ALLOWANCES AND OFFICE STAFF FOR FORMER 

PRESIDENTS 
For carrying out the provisions of the Act 

of August 25, 1958, as amended (3 U.S.C. 102 
note) , and Public Law 95-138; $2,215,000: Pro
vided, That the Administrator of General 
Services shall transfer to the Secretary of 
the Treasury such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of such Acts. 

EXPENSES OF TRANSPORTATION AUDIT 
CONTRACTS AND CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION 
Amounts otherwise available for obliga

tion in fiscal year 1995 are reduced by $30,000. 
GENERAL SUPPLY FUND 

Of the offsetting collections credited to 
this account, $1,009,000 are permanently can
celed. 

INFORMATION RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 
SERVICE INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY FUND 

Of the offsetting collections credited to 
this account, $609,000 are permanently can
celed. 

WORKING CAPITAL FUND 
Amounts received for administrative sup

port services provided under this head shall 
be credited to and merged with the Fund, to 
remain available until expended, for operat
ing costs and capital outlays of the Fund and 
for the necessary expenses of administrative 
support services including accounting, budg
et, personnel, legal support and other related 
services; and the maintenance and operation 
of printing and reproduction facilities in 
support of the functions of the General Serv
ices Administration, other Federal agencies, 
and other entities; and other such adminis
trative and management services that the 
Administrator of GSA deems appropriate and 
advantageous (subject to prior notice to the 
Office of Management and Budget): Provided, 
That entities for which such services are per
formed shall be charged at rates which will 
return in full the cost of operations. 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SECTION 1. The appropriate appropriation 
or fund available to the General Services Ad
ministration shall be credited with the cost 
of operation, protection, maintenance, up
keep, repair, and improvement, included as 
part of rentals received from Government 
corporations pursuant to law (40 U .S .C. 129). 

SEC. 2. Funds available to the General 
Services Administration shall be available 
for the hire of passenger motor vehicles. 

SEC. 3. Not to exceed 2 per centum of funds 
made available in appropriations for operat
ing expenses and salaries and expenses, dur
ing the current fiscal year, may be trans
ferred between such appropriations for man
datory program requirements. Any proposed 
transfers shall be approved in advance by the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
and Senate. 

SEC. 4. Funds in the Federal Buildings 
Fund made available for fiscal year 1995 for 
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Federal Buildings Fund activities may be 
transferred between such activities only to 
the extent necessary to meet program re
quirements. Any proposed transfers shall be 
approved in advance by the Committees on 
Appropriations of the House and Senate. 

SEC. 5. (a) Of the budgetary resources 
available to the General Services Adminis
tration during fiscal year 1995, $8,959,000 are 
permanently canceled. 

(b) The Administrator of the General Serv
ices Administration shall allocate the 
amount of budgetary resources canceled 
among the agency's accounts available for 
procurement and procurement-related ex
penses. Amounts available for procurement 
and procurement-related expenses in each 
such account shall be reduced by the amount 
allocated to such account. 

(c) For the purposes of this section, the 
definition of "procurement" includes all 
stages of the process of acquiring property or 
services, beginning with the process of deter
mining a need for a product or services and 
ending with contract completion and close
out, as specified in 41 U.S.C. 403(2). 

SEC. 6. Rent rates charged by the General 
Services Administration for fiscal year 1995 
shall reflect the reductions contained in the 
President's budget amendment dated March 
16, 1994, Estimate No. 9, 103rd Congress, 2nd 
Session. 

SEC. 7. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be obligated or expended in any 
way for the purpose of the sale, excessing, 
surplusing, or disposal of lands in the vicin
ity of Norfolk Lake, Arkansas, administered 
by the Corps of Engineers, Department of the 
Army, without the specific approval of the 
Congress. 

SEC. 8. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be obligated or expended in any 
way for the purpose of the sale, excessing, 
surplusing, or disposal of lands in the vicin
ity of Bull Shoals Lake, Arkansas, adminis
tered by the Corps of Engineers, Department 
of the Army, without the specific approval of 
the Congress. 

SEC. 9. No funds made available by this Act 
shall be used to transmit a fiscal year 1996 
request for United States Courthouse con
struction that does not meet the standards 
for construction as established by the Gen
eral Services Administration and the Office 
of Management and Budget. 

SEC. 10. The Administrator of the General 
Services Administration is directed to obli
gate the funds appropriated in Public Law 
103-123 for the purposes stated in section 804 
of that Act. 

MERIT SYSTEMS PROTECTION BOARD 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses to carry out func
tions of the Merit Systems Protection Board 
pursuant to Reorganization Plan Numbered 2 
of 1978 and the Civil Service Reform Act of 
1978, including services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109, rental of conference rooms in the 
District of Columbia and elsewhere, hire of 
passenger motor vehicles, and direct pro
curement of survey printing, $24,549,000, to
gether with not to exceed $2,420,000 for ad
ministrative expenses to adjudicate retire
ment appeals to be transferred from the Civil 
Service Retirement and Disability Fund in 
amounts determined by the Merit Systems 
Protection Board. 

NATIONAL ARCHIVES AND RECORDS 
ADMINISTRATION 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses in connection with 
National Archives and Records Administra-

tion and related activities, as provided by 
law, and for expenses necessary for the re
view and declassification of documents, and 
for the hire of passenger motor vehicles, 
$194,638,000: Provided, That the Archivist of 
the United States is authorized to use any 
excess funds available from the amount bor
rowed for construction of the National Ar
chives facility, for expenses necessary to 
move into the facility: Provided further, That 
of the budgetary resources available in fiscal 
year 1995 in this account, $325,000 are perma
nently canceled: Provided further, That 
amounts available for procurement and pro
curement-related expenses in this account 
are reduced by such amount: Provided fur
ther, That as used herein, "procurement" in
cludes all stages of the process of acquiring 
property or services, beginning with the 
process of determining a need for a product 
or services and ending with contract comple
tion and closeout, as specified in 41 U.S.C.. 
403(2): Provided further, That of the offsetting 
collections credited to this account, $441,000 
are permanently canceled. 

NATIONAL HISTORICAL PUBLICATIONS AND 
RECORDS COMMISSION 

For necessary expenses for allocations and 
grants for historical publications and records 
as authorized by 44 U.S.C. 2504, as amended, 
$7,000,000 to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That $2,000,000 shall be a grant to 
the Thomas P. O'Neill, Jr. Library. 

NATIONAL ARCHIVES TRUST FUND 

Amounts otherwise available for obliga
tion in fiscal year 1995 are reduced by $16,000. 

OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT ETHICS 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry out func
tions of the Office of Government Ethics pur
suant to the Ethics in Government Act of 
1978, as amended by Public Law 100-598, and 
the Ethics Reform Act of 1989, Public Law 
101-194, including services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109, rental of conference rooms in the 
District of Columbia and elsewhere, hire of 
passenger motor vehicles, and not to exceed 
$1,500 for official reception and representa
tion expenses; $8,104,000. 

OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF TRUST FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses to carry out func
tions of the Office of Personnel Management 
pursuant to Reorganization Plan Numbered 2 
of 1978 and the Civil Service Reform Act of 
1978, including services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109, medical examinations performed 
for veterans by private physicians on a fee 
basis, rental of conference rooms in the Dis
trict of Columbia and elsewhere, hire of pas
senger motor vehicles, not to exceed $2,500 
for official reception and representation ex
penses, and advances for reimbursements to 
applicable funds of the Office of Personnel 
Management and the Federal Bureau of In
vestigation for expenses incurred under Ex
ecutive Order 10422 of January 9, 1953, as 
amended; $115,139,000, and in addition 
$93,934,000 for administrative expenses, to be 
transferred from the appropriate trust funds 
of the Office of Personnel Management with
out regard to other statutes, including direct 
procurement of health benefits printing, for 
the retirement and insurance programs, of 
which $10,956,000 shall be transferred at such 
times as the Office of Personnel Management 
deems appropriate, and shall remain avail
able until expended for the costs of automat
ing the retirement recordkeeping systems, 
together with remaining amounts authorized 
in previous Acts for the recordkeeping sys-

terns: Provided , That the provisions of this 
appropriation shall not affect the authority 
to use applicable trust funds as provided by 
section 8348(a)(l)(B) of title 5, United States 
Code: Provided further, That, except as may 
be consistent with 5 U.S.C. 8902a(f)(l) and (i), 
no payment may be made from the Employ
ees Heal th Benefits Fund to any physician, 
hospital, or other provider of health care 
services or supplies who is, at the time such 
services or supplies are provided to an indi
vidual covered under chapter 89 of title 5, 
United States Code, excluded, pursuant to 
section 1128 or i128A of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1320a-7-1320a-7a), from partici
pation in any program under title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et 
seq.): Provided further, That no part of this 
appropriation shall be available for salaries 
and expenses of the Legal Examining Unit of 
the Office of Personnel Management estab
lished pursuant to Executive Order 9358 of 
July 1, 1943, or any successor unit of like 
purpose: Provided further, That the Presi
dent's Commission on White House Fellows, 
established by Executive Order 11183 of Octo
ber 3, 1964, may, during the fiscal year end
ing September 30, 1995, accept donations of 
money, property, and personal services in 
connection with the development of a public
ity brochure to provide information about 
the White House Fellows, except that no 
such donations shall be accepted for travel 
or reimbursement of travel expenses, or for 
the salaries of employees of such Commis
sion. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF TRUST FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of the Office of In
spector General in carrying out the provi
sions of the Inspector General Act, as 
amended, including services as authorized by 
5 U.S.C. 3109, hire of passenger motor vehi
cles; $4,009,000, and in addition, not to exceed 
$6,156,000 for administrative expenses to 
audit the Office of Personnel Management's 
retirement and insurance programs, to be 
transferred from the appropriate trust funds 
of the Office of Personnel Management, as 
determined by the Inspector General: Pro
vided, That the Inspector General is author
ized to rent conference rooms in the District 
of Columbia and elsewhere. 

GOVERNMENT PAYMENT FOR ANNUITANTS, 
EMPLOYEES HEALTH BENEFITS 

For payment of Government contributions 
with respect to retired employees, as author
ized by chapter 89 of title 5, United States 
Code, and the Retired Federal Employees 
Health Benefits Act (74 Stat. 849), as amend
ed, $4,210,560,000 to remain available until ex
pended. 

GOVERNMENT PAYMENT FOR ANNUITANTS, 
EMPLOYEE LIFE INSURANCE 

For payment of Government contributions 
with respect to employees retiring after De
cember 31, 1989, as required by chapter 87 of 
title 5, United States Code, $19,159,000, to re
main available until expended. 

PAYMENT TO CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT AND 
DISABILITY FUND 

For financing the unfunded liability of new 
and increased annuity benefits becoming ef
fective on or after October 20, 1969, as au
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 8348, and annuities under 
special Acts to be credited to the Civil Serv
ice Retirement and Disability Fund, such 
sums as may be necessary: Provided, That an
nuities authorized by the Act of May 29, 1944, 
as amended, and the Act of August 19, 1950, 
as amended (33 U.S.C. 771-75), may hereafter 
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be paid out of the Civil Service Retirement 
and Disability Fund. 

REVOLVING FUND 
Of the offsetting collections credited to 

this account, $649,000 are permanently can
celed. 

OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SECTION 1. (a) Of the budgetary resources 
available to the Office of Personnel Manage
ment during fiscal year 1995, $1,256,000 are 
permanently canceled. 

(b) The Director of the Office of Personnel 
Management shall allocate the amount of 
budgetary resources canceled among the 
agency's accounts available for procurement 
and procurement-related expenses. Amounts 
available for procurement and procurement
related expenses in each such account shall 
be reduced by the amount allocated to such 
account. 

(c) For the purposes of this section, the 
definition of "procurement" includes all 
stages of the process of acquiring property or 
services, beginning with the process of deter
mining a need for a product or services and 
ending with contract completion and close
out, as specified in 41 U.S.C. 403(2). 

OFFICE OF SPECIAL COUNSEL 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry out func
tions of the Office of Special Counsel pursu
ant to Reorganization Plan Numbered 2 of 
1978, the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 
(Public Law 95--454), and the Whistleblower 
Protection Act of 1989 (Public Law 101-12), 
including services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 
3109, payment of fees and expenses for wit
nesses, rental of conference rooms in the Dis
trict of Columbia and elsewhere, and hire of 
passenger motor vehicles; $7,955,000. 

UNITED STATES TAX COURT 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, including contract 
reporting and other services as authorized by 
5 U.S.C. 3109; $33,650,000: Provided, That trav
el expenses of the judges shall be paid upon 
the written certificate of the judge. 

This title may be cited as the "Independ
ent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1995". 

Mr. HOYER (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the remainder of title IV of the 
bill be considered as read, printed in 
the RECORD, and open to amendment at 
any point. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAffiMAN. Are there amend

ments to the remainder of title IV? 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOYER 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HOYER: On page 

50, after line 23, insert the following: 
JOHN F. KENNEDY ASSASSINATION RECORDS 

REVIEW BOARD 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
John F. Kennedy Assassination Records Col
lection Act of 1992, $2,418,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

Mr. HOYER (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I will not 

take much time on this. I think we 
have agreement. It is noncontroversial. 

Subsequent to our markup, Mr. 
Chairman, we were given the respon
sibility in the Committee on Appro
priations for the John F. Kennedy As
sassination Records Review Board. As 
a result, we had not appropriated any 
funds for this. This amendment simply 
proposes $2.418 million for the JFK As
sassination Records Review Board. 
This is pursuant to getting these 
records out to the public, cataloging 
them. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, we 
have discussed this with the majority, 
and we have no objection to the amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to title IV? 
If not, the Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

TITLE V-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
THIS ACT 

SECTION 501. No part of any appropriation 
made available in this Act shall be used for 
the purchase or sale of real estate or for the 
purpose of establishing new offices inside or 
outside the District of Columbia: Provided, 
That this limitation shall not apply to pro
grams which have been approved by the Con
gress and appropriations made therefor. 

SEC. 502. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un
less expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 503. The expenditure of any appropria
tion under this Act for any consulting serv
ice through procurement contract, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those 
contracts where such expenditures are a 
matter of public record and available for 
public inspection, except where otherwise 
provided under existing law, or under exist
ing Executive Order issued pursuant to exist
ing law. 

SEC. 504. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act shall be available for the 
procurement of, or for the payment of, tne 
salary of any person engaged in the procure
ment of any hand or measuring tool(s) not 
produced in the United States or its posses
sions except to the extent that the Adminis
trator of General Services or his designee 
shall determine that a satisfactory quality 
and sufficient quantity of hand or measuring 
tools produced in the United States or its 
possessions cannot be procured as and when 
needed from sources in the United States and 
its possessions, or except in accordance with 
procedures prescribed by section 6-104.4(b) of 
Armed Services Procurement Regulation 
dated January 1, 1969, as such regulation ex
isted on June 15, 1970: Provided, That a factor 

of 75 per centum in lieu of 50 per centum 
shall be used for evaluating foreign source 
end products against a domestic source end 
product. This section shall be applicable to 
all solicitations for bids opened after its en
actment. 

SEC. 505. None of the funds made available 
to the General Services Administration pur
suant to section 210(f) of the Federal Prop
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
shall be obligated or expended after the date 
of enactment of this Act for the procurement 
by contract of 'any guard, elevator operator, 
messenger or custodial services if any per
manent veterans preference employee of the 
General Services Administration at said 
date, would be terminated as a result of the 
procurement of such services, except that 
such funds may be obligated or expended for 
the procurement by contract of the covered 
services with sheltered workshops employing 
the severely handicapped under Public Law 
92-28. Only if such workshops decline to con
tract for the provision of the covered serv
ices may the General Services Administra
tion procure the services by competitive con
tract, for a period not to exceed 5 years. At 
such time as such competitive contract ex
pires or is terminated for any reason. the 
General Services Administration shall again 
offer to contract for the services from a shel
tered workshop prior to offering such serv
ices for competitive procurement. 

SEC. 506. None of the funds made available 
by this Act shall be available for any activ
ity or for paying the salary of any Govern
ment employee where funding an activity or 
paying a salary to a Government employee 
would result in a decision, determination. 
rule, regulation, or policy that would pro
hibit the enforcement of section 307 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930. 

SEC. 507. None of the funds made available 
by this Act shall be available for the purpose 
of transferring control over the Federal Law 
Enforcement Training Center located at 
Glynco, Georgia, Tucson, Arizona, and 
Artesia, N.ew Mexico, out of the Treasury De
partment. 

SEC. 508. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act shall be used for publicity 
or propaganda purposes within the United 
States not heretofore authorized by the Con
gress. 

SEc. 509. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act shall be available for the 
payment of the salary of any officer or em
ployee of the United States Postal Service, 
who-

(1) prohibits or prevents, or attempts or 
threatens to prohibit or prevent, any officer 
or employee of the United States Postal 
Service from having any direct oral or writ
ten communication or contact with any 
Member or committee of Congress in connec
tion with any matter pertaining to the em
ployment of such officer or employee or per
taining to the United States Postal Service 
in any way, irrespective of whether such 
communication or contact is at the initia
tive of such officer or employee or in re
sponse to the request or inquiry of such 
Member or committee; or 

(2) removes, suspends from duty without 
pay, demotes, reduces in rank, seniority, sta
tus, pay, or performance of efficiency rating, 
denies promotion to, relocates, reassigns, 
transfers, disciplines, or discriminates in re
gard to any employment right, entitlement, 
or benefit, or any term or condition of em
ployment of, any officer or employee of the 
United States Postal Service, or attempts or 
threatens to commit any of the foregoing ac
tions with respect to such officer or em
ployee, by reason of any communication or 
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contact of such officer or employee with any 
Member or committee of Congress as de
scribed in paragraph (1) of this subsection. 

SEC. 510. Funds under this Act shall be 
available as authorized by sections 4501-4506 
of title 5, United States Code, when the 
achievement involved is certified, or when 
an award for such achievement is otherwise 
payable, in accordance with such sections. 
Such funds may not be used for any purpose 
with respect to which the preceding sentence 
relates beyond fiscal year 1995. 

SEC. 511. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available to the Department 
of the Treasury by this or any other Act 
shall be obligated or expended to contract 
out positions in, or downgrade the position 
classifications of, members of the United 
States Mint Police Force and the Bureau of 
Engraving and Printing Police Force, or for 
studying the feasibility of contracting out 
such positions. 

SEC. 512. The Office of Personnel Manage
ment may, during the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1994, accept donations of supplies, 
services, land and equipment for the Federal 
Executive Institute , the Federal Quality In
stitute, and Management Development Cen
ters to assist in enhancing the quality of 
Federal management. 

SEC. 513. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act shall be available for the 
procurement of, or for the payment of, the 
salary of any person engaged in the procure
ment of stainless steel flatware not produced 
in the United States or its possessions, ex
cept to the extent that the Administrator of 
General Services or his designee shall deter
mine that a satisfactory quality and suffi
cient quantity of stainless steel flatware pro
duced in the United States or its possessions, 
cannot be procured as and when needed from 
sources in the United States or its posses
sions or except in accordance with proce
dures provided by section 6-104.4(b) of Armed 
Services Procurement Regulations, dated 
January 1, 1969. This section shall be applica
ble to all solicitations for bids issued after 
its enactment. 

SEC. 514. The United States Secret Service 
may, during the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1995, accept donations of money to 
off-set costs incurred while protecting 
former Presidents and spouses of former 
Presidents when the former President or 
spouse travels for the purpose of making an 
appearance or speech for a payment of 
money or any thing of value. 

SEC. 515. None of the funds made available 
by this Act for "Allowances and Office Staff 
for Former Presidents" may be used for par
tisan political activities. 

SEC. 516. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to withdraw the des
ignation of the Virginia Inland Port at Front 
Royal, Virginia, as a United States Customs 
Service port of entry~ 

SEC. 517. Such sums as may be necessary 
for fiscal year 1995 pay raises for programs 
funded by this Act shall be absorbed within 
the levels appropriated by this Act. 

SEC. 518. None of the funds made available 
to the Postal Service by this Act shall be 
used to transfer mail processing capabilities 
from the Las Cruces, New Mexico postal fa
cility, and that every effort will be made by 
the Postal Service to recognize the rapid 
rate of population growth in Las Cruces and 
to automate the Las Cruces, New Mexico 
postal facility in order that mail processing 
can be expedited and handled in Las Cruces. 

SEC. 519. None of the funds in this Act may 
be used to reduce the rank or rate of pay of 
a career appointee in the SES upon reassign
ment or transfer. 

SEC. 520. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act shall be available to pay 
the salary for any person filling a position, 
other than a temporary position, formerly 
held by an employee who has left to enter 
the Armed Forces of the United States and 
has satisfactorily completed his period of ac
tive military or naval service and has within 
ninety days after his release from such serv
ice or from hospitalization continuing after 
discharge for a period of not more than one 
year made application for restoration to his 
former position and has been certified by the 
Office of Personnel Management as still 
qualified to perform the duties of his former 
position and has not been restored thereto. 

SEC. 521. (a) None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act may, with respect to an individ
ual employed by the Bureau of the Public 
Debt in the Washington Metropolitan Region 
on April 10, 1991, be used to separate, reduce 
the grade or pay of, or carry out any other 
adverse personnel action against such indi
vidual for declining to accept a directed re
assignment to a position outside such region, 
pursuant to a transfer of any such Bureau's 
operations or functions to Parkersburg, West 
Virginia. 

(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply with re
spect to any individual who, on or after the 
date of enactment of this Act, declines an 
offer of another position in the Department 
of the Treasury which is of at least equal pay 
and which is within the Washington Metro
politan Region. 

SEC. 522. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to provide any non
public information such as mailing or tele
phone lists to any person or any organiza
tion outside of the Federal Government 
without the approval of the House and Sen
ate Committees on Appropriations. 

SEC. 523. COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN 
ACT.- No funds appropriated pursuant to this 
Act may be expended by an entity unless the 
entity agrees that in expending the assist
ance the entity will comply with sections 2 
through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1993 ( 41 
U.S.C. 10a-10c, popularly known as the " Buy 
American Act" ). 

SEC. 524. SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT 
REGARDING NOTICE.-(a) PuRCHASE OF AMER
ICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT AND PRODUCTS.-ln 
the case of any equipment or products that 
may be authorized to be purchased with fi
nancial assistance provided under this Act, 
it is the sense of the Congress that entities 
receiving such assistance should, in expend
ing the assistance , purchase only American
made equipment and products. 

(b) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.
In providing financial assistance under this 
Act, the Secretary of the Treasury shall pro
vide to each recipient of the assistance a no
tice describing the statement made in sub
section (a) by the Congress. 

SEC. 525. PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS.-If it 
has been finally determined by a court or 
Federal agency that any person inten
tionally affixed a label bearing a " Made in 
America" inscription, or any inscription 
with the same meaning, to any product sold 
in or shipped to the United States that is not 
made in the United States, such person shall 
be ineligible to receive any contract or sub
contract made with funds provided pursuant 
to this Act, pursuant to the debarment, sus
pension, and ineligibility procedures de
scribed in section 9.400 through 9.409 of title 
48, Code of Federal Regulations. 

SEC. 526. No funds appropriated by this Act 
may be used to relocate any Federal agency, 
bureau, office or other entity funded in this 
Act if the sole reason for the relocation is 
that locality pay was increased. 

SEC. 527. (a) IN GENERAL.-Subchapter TI of 
chapter 99 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule 
of the United States is amended by inserting 
in numerical sequence the following new 
heading: 

99 Woven fabrics of synthetic 
filament yam (provided for 
in subheading 5407.42.00), 
certified at the time of 
entry by the importer to be 
intended for use in the 
manufacture of hot air bal
loons (of the type provided 
for in subheading 
8801.90.00) .... .. ........ ......... . 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to goods entered, or withdrawn from ware
house for consumption, on or after the fif
teenth (15th) day after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

SEC. 528. Except as otherwise specifically 
provided by law, not to exceed 50 percent of 
unobligated balances remaining available at 
the end of fiscal year 1995 from appropria
tions made available for salaries and ex
penses for fiscal year 1995 in this Act, shall 
remain available through September 30, 1996 
for each such account for the purposes au
thorized: Provided, That notice of the 
amounts available pursuant to this section 
shall be given to the House and Senate Com
mittees on Appropriations: Provided further, 
That not to exceed 2 percent of the funds so 
carried over may be used to pay cash awards 
to employees, as authorized by law, and not 
to exceed 3 percent of the funds so carried 
over may be used for employee training pro
grams. 

Mr. HOYER (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that title V of the bill be considered as 
read, printed in the RECORD, and open 
to amendment at this point. 

The CHAIBMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIBMAN. Are there points of 

order to title V? 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, the gen

tleman from California [Mr. MATSUI] 
has, I believe, points of order. 

POINTS OF ORDER 
Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I have a 

point of order. 
The CHAIBMAN. The gentleman will 

state his point of order. 
Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to interpose a point 
of order on title I, page 4, lines 6 to 9. 

I spoke with the majority and minor
ity earlier. 

The CHAIBMAN. The Chair will in
form the gentlema"n from California 
[Mr. MATSUI] that permission has al
ready been secured. The gentleman 
may state his point of order. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I and the 
ranking member are aware of the 
points of order to be raised by the gen
tleman from California. We would pre
fer that he did not make them, but he 
is going to make them, and he is cor
rect. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against lines 6 through 
9 on page 4 of H.R. 4539 that require the 
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Secretary of the Treasury to transfer 
$32,960,000 from the Treasury Forfeit
ure Fund to the General Fund of the 
Treasury, on the grounds that this pro
vision violates clause 2 of Rule Twen
ty-One of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives. 

Under present law, the Treasury For
feiture Fund, which is the successor to 
the Customs Forfeiture Fund, contains 
deposits of forfeiture proceeds under 
tariff and narcotics laws generated by 
the Customs Service, the Internal Rev
enue Service, the Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco and Firearms, and the Secret 
Service to be used for specific law en
forcement activities of those agencies 
and the U.S. Coast Guard. The bill 
would require a transfer of certain of 
these funds to the Treasury General 
Fund notwithstanding existing law, 
which does not authorize such a trans
fer. 

This provision constitutes legisla
tion, which is within the jurisdiction of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, on 
an appropriations bill in violation of 
clause 2, Rule Twenty-One. I urge that 
this point of order be sustained. 

Mr. HOYER. We concede the point of 
order, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. STUDDS). The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained. 

The section is stricken. 
Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I make 

a point of order against section 527 of 
H.R. 4539 on the grounds that it vio
lates paragraph (b), clause 5 of Rule 
Twenty-One of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives. 

Section 527 amends the Harmonized 
Tariff Schedule of the United States to 
create a new tariff classification 
changing the rate of duty on imports of 
woven fabrics of synthetic filament 
yarn intended for use in the manufac
ture of hot air balloons. 

Paragraph (b), clause 5 of Rule Twen
ty-One makes tax or tariff measures in 
any bill or resolution reported by any 
committee not having jurisdiction to 
report tax and tariff measures subject 
to a point of order. 

The proposed tariff reclassification is 
clearly a tariff measure that would 
have a direct impact on customs reve
nues. Such a measure is within the ex
clusive jurisdiction of the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

For these reasons, section 527 clearly 
violates the rule against tariff meas
ures on bills not reported by the com
mittee of jurisdiction. I urge that this 
point of order be sustained. 

Mr. HOYER. We concede the point of 
order, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. STUDDS). The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained. 

The section is stricken. 
Are there amendments to title V? 
If not, the Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

TITLE VI-GOVERNMENTWIDE GENERAL 
PROVISIONS 

DEPARTMENTS, AGENCIES, AND CORPORATIONS 

SECTION 601. Funds appropriated in this or 
any other Act may be used to pay travel to 
the United States for the immediate family 
of employees serving abroad in cases of death 
or life threatening illness of said employee. 

SEC. 602. No department, agency, or instru
mentality of the United States receiving ap
propriated funds under this or any other Act 
for fiscal year 1995 shall obligate or expend 
any such funds, unless such department, 
agency, or instrumentality has in place, and 
will continue to administer in good faith, a 
written policy designed to ensure that all of 
its workplaces are free from the illegal use, 
possession, or distribution of controlled sub
stances (as defined in the Controlled Sub
stances Act) by the officers and employees of 
such department, agency, or instrumental
ity. 

SEC. 603. Notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 1345, 
any agency, department or instrumentality 
of the United States which provides or pro
poses to provide child care services for Fed
eral employees may reimburse any Federal 
employee or any person employed to provide 
such services for travel, transportation, and 
subsistence expenses incurred for training 
classes, conferences or other meetings in 
connection with the provision of such serv
ices: Provided, That any per diem allowance 
made pursuant to this section shall not ex
ceed the rate specified in regulations pre
scribed pursuant to section 5707 of title 5. 
United States Code. 

SEC. 604. Unless otherwise specifically pro
vided, the maximum amount allowable dur
ing the current fiscal year in accordance 
with section 16 of the Act of August 2, 1946 
(60 Stat. 810), for the purchase of any pas
senger motor vehicle (exclusive of buses, am
bulances, law enforcement, and undercover 
surveillance vehicles), is hereby fixed at 
$8,100 except station wagons for which the 
maximum shall be $9,100: Provided, That 
these limits may be exceeded by not to ex
ceed $3,700 for police-type vehicles, and by 
not to exceed $4,000 for special heavy-duty 
vehicles: Provided further, That the limits set 
forth in this section may not be exceeded by 
more than five percent for electric or hybrid 
vehicles purchased for demonstration under 
the provisions of the Electric and Hybrid Ve
hicle Research, Development, and Dem
onstration Act of 1976: Provided further, That 
the limits set forth in this section may be 
exceeded by the incremental cost of clean al
ternative fuels vehicles acquired pursuant to 
Public Law 101-549 over the cost of com
parable conventionally fueled vehicles. 

SEC. 605. Appropriations of the executive 
departments and independent establishments 
for the current fiscal year available for ex
penses of travel or for the expenses of the ac
tivity concerned, are hereby made available 
for quarters allowances and cost-of-living al
lowances, in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 5922--
24. 

SEC. 606. Unless otherwise specified during 
the current fiscal year no part of any appro
priation contained in this or any other Act 
shall be used to pay the compensation of any 
officer or employee of the Government of the 
United States (including any agency the ma
jority of the stock of which is owned by the 
Government of the United States) whose 
post of duty is in the continental United 
States unless such person (1) is a citizen of 
the United States, (2) is a person in the serv
ice of the United States on the date of enact
ment of this Act who, being eligible for citi-

zenship, has filed a declaration of intention 
to become a citizen of the United States 
prior to such date and is actually residing in 
the United States, (3) is a person who owes 
allegiance to the United States, (4) is an 
alien from Cuba, Poland, South Vietnam, the 
countries ·of the former Soviet Union, or the 
Baltic countries lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence, or (5) 
South Vietnamese, Cambodian, and Laotian 
refugees paroled in the United States after 
January 1, 1975, or (6) nationals of the Peo
ple's Republic of China that qualify for ad
justment of status pursuant to the Chinese 
Student Protection Act of 1992: Provided, 
That for the purpose of this section, an affi
davit signed by any such person shall be con
sidered prima facie evidence that the re
quirements of this section with respect to 
his or her status have been complied with: 
Provided further, That any person making a 
false affidavit shall be guilty of a felony, 
and, upon conviction, shall be fined no more 
than $4,000 or imprisoned for not more than 
one year, or both: Provided further, That the 
above penal clause shall be in addition to, 
and not in substitution for, any other provi
sions of existing law: Provided further, That 
any payment made to any officer or em
ployee contrary to the provisions of this sec
tion shall be recoverable in action by the 
Federal Government. This section shall not 
apply to citizens of Ireland, Israel, the Re
public of the Philippines or to nationals of 
those countries allied with the United States 
in the current defense effort, or to inter
national broadcasters employed by the Unit
ed States Information Agency, or to tem
porary employment of translators, or to 
temporary employment in the field service 
(not to exceed sixty days) as a result of 
emergencies. 

SEC. 607. Appropriations available to any 
department or agency during the current fis
cal year for necessary expenses, including 
maintenance or operating expenses, shall 
also be available for payment to the General 
Services Administration for charges for 
space and services and those expenses of ren
ovation and alteration of buildings and fa
cilities which constitute public improve
ments performed in accordance with the 
Public Buildings Act of 1959 (73 Stat. 749), 
the Public Buildings Amendments of 1972 (87 
Stat. 216), or other applicable law. 

SEC. 608. In addition to funds provided in 
this or any other Act, all Federal agencies 
are authorized to receive and use funds re
sulting from the sale of materials recovered 
through recycling or waste prevention pro
grams. Such funds shall be available until 
expended for the following purposes: 

(1) Acquisition, waste reduction and pre
vention and recycling programs as described 
in Executive Order 12873 (October 20, 1993), 
including any such programs adopted prior 
to the effective date of the Executive Order. 

(2) Other Federal agency environmental 
management programs, including but not 
limited to, the development and implemen
tation of hazardous waste management and 
pollution prevention programs. 

The Administrator of General Services or 
his designee is authorized to transfer funds 
received into the Federal Buildings Fund 
pursuant to section 11 of GSA-General Pro
visions, Public Law 102--141, October 28, 1991, 
105 Stat. 856, 40 U.S.C., sec. 490(f) (7) and (8). 
or sec. 490g, prior to the effective date of this 
legislation, to other Federal agencies for use 
by those agencies for the purposes set forth 
in those statutes. Such funds shall be avail
able until expended and shall be in addition 
to any amounts appropriated for such pur
poses. 
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SEC. 609. Funds made available by this or 

any other Act for administrative expenses in 
the current fiscal year of the corporations 
and agencies subject to chapter 91 of title 31, 
United States Code, shall be available, in ad
dition to objects for which such funds are 
otherwise available, for rent in the District 
of Columbia; services in accordance with 5 
U.S.C. 3109; and the objects specified under 
this head, all the provisions of which shall be 
applicable to the expenditure of such funds 
unless otherwise specified in the Act by 
which they are made available: Provided, 
That in the event any functions budgeted as 
administrative expenses are subsequently 
transferred to or paid from other funds, the 
limitations on administrative expenses shall 
be correspondingly reduced. 

SEC. 610. No part of any appropriation for 
the current fiscal year contained in this or 
any other Act shall be paid to any person for 
the filling of any position for which he or she 
has been nominated after the Senate has 
voted not to approve the nomination of said 
person. 

SEC. 611. Any department or agency to 
which the Administrator of General Services 
has delegated the authority to operate, 
maintain or repair any building or facility 
pursuant to section 205(d) of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, as amended, shall retain that portion of 
the GSA rental payment available for oper
ation, maintenance or repair of the building 
or facility, as determined by the Adminis
trator, and expend such funds directly for 
the operation, maintenance or repair of the 
building or facility. Any funds retained 
under this section shall remain available 
until expended for such purposes. 

SEC. 612. Pursuant to section 1415 of the 
Act of July 15, 1952 (66 Stat. 662), foreign 
credits (including currencies) owed to or 
owned by the United States may be used by 
Federal agencies for any purpose for which 
appropriations are made for the current fis
cal year (including the carrying out of Acts 
requiring or authorizing the use of such cred
its), only when reimbursement therefor is 
made to the Treasury from applicable appro
priations of the agency concerned: Provided, 
That such credits received as exchanged al
lowances or proceeds of sales of personal 
property may be used in whole or part pay
ment for acquisition of similar items, to the 
extent and in the manner authorized by law, 
without reimbursement to the Treasury. 

SEC. 613. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this or any other Act shall be 
available for interagency financing of 
boards, commissions, councils, committees, 
or similar groups (whether or not they are 
interagency entities) which do not have a 
prior and specific statutory approval to re
ceive financial support from more than one 
agency or instrumentality. 

SEC. 614. Funds made available by this or 
any other Act to the "Postal Service Fund" 
(39 U.S.C. 2003) shall be available for employ
ment of guards for all buildings and areas 
owned or occupied by the Postal Service and 
under the charge and control of the Postal 
Service, and such guards shall have, with re
spect to such property, the powers of special 
policemen provided by the first section of 
the Act of June 1, 1948, as amended (62 Stat. 
281; 40 U.S.C. 318), and, as to property owned 
or occupied by the Postal Service, the Post
master General may take the same actions 
as the Administrator of General Services 
may take under the provisions of sections 2 
and 3 of the Act of June 1, 1948, as amended 
(62 Stat. 281; 40 U.S.C. 318a, 318b), attaching 
thereto penal consequences under the au-

thority and within the limits provided in 
section 4 of the Act of June 1, 1948, as amend
ed (62 Stat. 281; 40 U.S.C. 318c). 

SEC. 615. None of the funds made available 
pursuant to the provisions of this Act shall 
be used to implement, administer, or enforce 
any regulation which has been disapproved 
pursuant to a resolution of disapproval duly 
adopted in accordance with the applicable 
law of the United States. 

SEC. 616. No part of any appropriation con
tained in, or funds made available by, this or 
any other Act, shall be available for any 
agency to pay to the Administrator of the 
General Services Administration a higher 
rate per square foot for rental of space and 
services (established pursuant to section 
210(j) of the Federal Property and Adminis
trative Services Act of 1949, as amended) 
than the rate per square foot established for 
the space and services by the General Serv
ices Administration for the fiscal year for 
which appropriations were granted. 

SEC. 617. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, and except as otherwise 
provided in this section, no part of any of the 
funds appropriated for the fiscal year ending 
on September 30, 1995, by this or any other 
Act, may be used to pay any prevailing rate 
employee described in section 5342(a)(2)(A) of 
title 5, United States Code-

(1) during the period from the date of expi
ration of the limitation imposed by section 
615 of the Treasury, Postal Service and Gen
eral Government Appropriations Act, 1994, 
until the normal effective date of the appli
cable wage survey adjustment that is to take 
effect in fiscal year 1995, in an amount that 
exceeds the rate payable for the applicable 
grade and step of the applicable wage sched
ule in accordance with such section 615; and 

(2) during the period consisting of the re
mainder of fiscal year 1995, in an amount 
that exceeds, as a result of a wage survey ad
justment, the rate payable under paragraph 
(1) by more than the sum of-

(A) the percentage adjustment taking ef
fect in fiscal year 1995 under section 5303 of 
title 5, United States Code, in the rates of 
pay under the General Schedule; and 

(B) the difference between the overall aver
age percentage of the locality-based com
parability payments taking effect in fiscal 
year 1995 under section 5304 of such title 
(whether by adjustment or otherwise), and 
the overall average percentage of such pay
ments which was effective in fiscal year 1994 
under such section. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, no prevailing rate employee described in 
subparagraph (B) or (C) of section 5342(a)(2) 
of title 5, United States Code, and no em
ployee covered by section 5348 of such title, 
may be paid during the periods for which 
subsection (a) is in effect at a rate that ex
ceeds the rates that would be payable under 
subsection (a) were subsection (a) applicable 
to such employee. 

(c) For the purposes of this section, the 
rates payable to an employee who is covered 
by this section and who is paid from a sched
ule not in existence on September 30, 1994, 
shall be determined under regulations pre
scribed by the Office of Personnel Manage
ment. 

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, rates of premium pay for employees sub
ject to this section may not be changed from 
the rates in effect on September 30, 1994, ex
cept to the extent determined by the Office 
of Personnel Management to be consistent 
with the purpose of this section. 

(e) This section shall apply with respect to 
pay for service performed after September 
30, 1994. 

(f) For the purpose of administering any 
provision of law (including section 8431 of 
title 5, United States Code, and any rule or 
regulation that provides premium pay, re
tirement, life insurance, or any other em
ployee benefit) that requires any deduction 
or contribution, or that imposes any require
ment or limitation on the basis of a rate of 
salary or basic pay, the rate of salary or 
basic pay payable after the application of 
this section shall be treated as the rate of 
salary or basic pay. 

(g) Nothing in this section shall be consid
ered to permit or require the payment to any 
employee covered by this section at a rate in 
excess of the rate that would be payable were 
this section not in effect. 

(h) The Office of Personnel Management 
may provide for exceptions to the limita
tions imposed by this section if the Office de
termines that such exceptions are necessary 
to ensure the recruitment or retention of 
qualified employees. 

SEC. 618. During the period in which the 
head of any department or agency, or any 
other officer or civilian employee of the Gov
ernment appointed by the President of the 
United States, holds office, no funds may be 
obligated or expended in excess of $5,000 to 
furnish or redecorate the office of such de
partment head, agency head, officer or em
ployee, or to purchase furniture or make im
provements for any such office, unless ad
vance notice of such furnishing or redecora
tion is expressly approved by the Commit
tees on Appropriations of the House and Sen
ate. For the purposes of this section the word 
"office" shall include the entire suite of of
fices assigned to the individual, as well as 
any other space used primarily by the indi
vidual or the use of which is directly con
trolled by the individual. 

SEC. 619. (a) Notwithstanding the provi
sions of sections 112 and 113 of title 3, United 
States Code, each Executive agency detail
ing any personnel shall submit a report on 
an annual basis in each fiscal year to the 
Senate and House Committees on Appropria
tions on all employees or members of the 
armed services detailed to Executive agen
cies, listing the grade, position, and offices 
of each person detailed and the agency to 
which each such person is detailed. 

(b) The provisions of this section shall not 
apply to Federal employees or members of 
the armed services detailed to or from-

(1) the Central Intelligence Agency; 
(2) the National Security Agency; 
(3) the Defense Intelligence Agency; 
(4) the offices within the Department of 

Defense for the collection of specialized na
tional foreign intelligence through recon
naissance programs; 

(5) the Bureau of Intelligence and Research 
of the Department of State; 

(6) any agency, office, or unit of the Army, 
Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps, the Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation and the Drug 
Enforcement Administration of the Depart
ment of Justice, the Department of the 
Treasury, the Department of Transportation, 
and the Department of Energy performing 
intelligence functions; and 

(7) the Director of Central Intelligence. 
(c) The exemptions in part (b) of this sec

tion are not intended to apply to informa
tion on the use of personnel detailed to or 
from the intelligence agencies which is cur
rently being supplied to the Senate and 
House Intelligence and Appropriations Com
mittees by the executive branch through 
budget justification materials and other re
ports. 

(d) For the purposes of this section, the 
term "Executive agency" has the same 
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meaning as defined under section 105 of title 
5, United States Code (except that the provi
sions of section 104(2) of title 5, United 
States Code, shall not apply), and includes 
the White House Office, the Executive Resi
dence, and any office, council, or organiza
tional unit of the Executive Office of the 
President. 

SEC. 620. No funds appropriated in this or 
any other Act for fiscal year 1995 may be 
used to implement or enforce the agreements 
in Standard Forms 312 and 4355 of the Gov
ernment or any other nondisclosure policy, 
form or agreement if such policy, form or 
agreement does not contain the following 
provisions: 

"These restrictions are consistent with 
and do not supersede conflict with or other
wise alter the employee obligations, rights 
or liabilities created by Executive Order 
12356; section 7211 of title 5, United States 
Code (governing disclosures to Congress); 
section 1034 of title 10, United States Code, 
as amended by the Military Whistleblower 
Protection Act (governing disclosure to Con
gress by members of the military); section 
2302(b)(8) of title 5, United States Code, as 
amended by the Whistleblower Protection 
Act (governing disclosures of illegality, 
waste, fraud, abuse or public health or safety 
threats); the Intelligence Identities Protec
tion Act of 1982 (50 U.S.C. 421 et seq.) (gov
erning disclosures that could expose con
fidential Government agents), and the stat
utes which protect against disclosure that 
may compromise the national security, in
cluding sections 641, 793, 794, 798, and 952 of 
title 18, United States Code, and section 4(b) 
of the Subversive Activities Act of 1950 (50 
U.S.C. section 783(b)). The definitions, re
quirements, obligations, rights, sanctions 
and liabilities created by said Executive 
Order and listed statutes are incorporated 
into this Agreement and are controlling." 

SEC. 621. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, no executive branch agency shall 
purchase, construct, and/or lease any addi
tional facilities, except within or contiguous 
to existing locations, to be used for the pur
pose of conducting Federal law enforcement 
training without the advance approval of the 
House and Senate Committees on Appropria
tions. 

SEC. 622. (a) None of the funds appropriated 
by this or any other Act may be expended by 
any Federal agency to procure any product 
or service that is subject to the provisions of 
Public Law 89-306 and that will be available 
under the procurement by the Administrator 
of General Services known as "FTS2000" un
less-

(1) such product or service is procured by 
the Administrator of General Services as 
part of the procurement known as 
"FTS2000"; or 

(2) that agency establishes to the satisfac
tion of the Administrator of General Serv
ices that-

(A) the agency's requirements for such pro
curement are unique and cannot be satisfied 
by property and service procured by the Ad
ministrator of General Services as part of 
the procurement known as "FTS2000"; and 

(B) the agency procurement, pursuant to 
such delegation, would be cost-effective and 
would not adversely affect the· cost-effective
ness of the FTS2000 procurement. 

(b) After July 31, 1995, subsection (a) shall 
apply only if the Administrator of General 
Services has reported that the FTS2000 pro
curement is producing prices that allow the 
Government to satisfy its requirements for 
such procurement in the most cost-effective 
manner. 

SEC. 623. (a) No amount of any grant made 
by a Federal agency shall be used to finance 
the acquisition of goods or services (includ
ing construction services) unless the recipi
ent of the grant agrees, as a condition for 
the receipt of such grant, to---

(1) specify in any announcement of the 
awarding of the contract for the procure
ment of the goods and services involved (in
cluding construction services) the amount of 
Federal funds that will be used to finance 
the acquisition; and 

(2) express the amount announced pursuant 
to paragraph (1) as a percentage of the total 
costs of the planned acquisition. 

(b) The requirements of.subsection (a) shall 
not apply to a procurement for goods or serv
ices (including construction services) that 
has an aggregate value of less than $500,000. 

SEC. 624. Notwithstanding section 1346 of 
title 31, United States Code, funds made 
available for fiscal year 1995 by this or any 
other Act shall be available for the inter
agency funding of national security and 
emergency preparedness telecommunications 
initiatives which benefit multiple Federal 
departments, agencies, or entities, as pro
vided by Executive Order Numbered 12472 
(April 3, 1984). 

SEC. 625. Notwithstanding any provisions 
of this or any other Act, during fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1995, any department, 
division, bureau, or office may use funds ap
propriated by this or any other Act to install 
telephone lines, and necessary equipment, 
and to pay monthly charges, in any private 
residence or private apartment of an em
ployee who has been authorized to work at 
home in accordance with guidelines issued 
by the Office of Personnel Management: Pro
vided, That the head of the department, divi
sion, bureau, or office certifies that adequate 
safeguards against private misuse exist, and 
that the service is necessary for direct sup
port of the agency's mission. 

SEC. 626. (a) None of the funds appropriated 
by this or any other Act may be obligated or 
expended by any Federal department, agen
cy, or other instrumentality for the salaries 
or expenses of any employee appointed to a 
position of a confidential or policy-determin
ing character excepted from the competitfve 
service pursuant to section 3302 of title 5, 
United States Code, without a certification 
to the Office of Personnel Management from 
the head of the Federal department, agency, · 
or other instrumentality employing the 
Schedule C appointee that the Schedule C 
position was not created solely or primarily 
in order to detail the employee to the White 
House. 

(b) The provisions of this section shall not 
apply to Federal employees or members of 
the armed services detailed to or from-

(1) the Central Intelligence Agency; 
(2) the National Security Agency; 
(3) the Defense Intelligence Agency; 
(4) the offices within the Department of 

Defense for the collection of specialized na
tional foreign intelligence through recon
naissance programs; 

(5) the Bureau of Intelligence and Research 
of the Department of State; 

(6) any agency, office, or unit of the Army, 
Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps, the Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation and the Drug 
Enforcement Administration of the Depart
ment of Justice, the Department of Trans
portation, the Department of the Treasury, 
and the Department of Energy performing 
intelligence functions; and 

(7) the Director of Central Intelligence. 
SEC. 627. None of the funds appropriated by 

this or any other Act may be used to relo-

cate the Department of Justice Immigration 
Judges from offices located in Phoenix, Ari
zona to new quarters in Florence, Arizona 
without the prior approval of the House and 
Senate Committees on Appropriations. 

SEC. 628. No department, agency, or instru
mentality of the United States receiving ap
propriated funds under this or any other Act 
for fiscal year 1995 shall obligate or expend 
any such funds, unless such department, 
agency or instrumentality has in place, and 
will continue to administer in good faith, a 
written policy designed to ensure that all of 
its workplaces are free from discrimination 
and sexual harassment and that all of its 
workplaces are not in violation of title VII of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, the 
Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 
1967, and the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 

SEC. 629. (a) Beginning in fiscal year 1995 
and thereafter, for each Federal agency, ex
cept the Department of Defense, an amount 
equal to 50 percent of-

(1) the amount of each utility rebate re
ceived by the agency for energy efficiency 
and water conservation measures, which the 
agency has implemented; and 

(2) the amount of the agency's share of the 
measured energy savings resulting from en
ergy savings performance contracts 

·may be retained and credited to accounts 
that fund energy and water conservation ac
tivities at the agency's facilities, and shall 
remain available until expended for addi
tional specific energy efficiency or water 
conservation projects or activities, including 
improvements and retrofits, facility surveys, 
additional or improved utility metering, and 
employee training and awareness programs, 
as authorized by section 152(f) of the Energy 
Policy Act (Public Law 102--486). 

(b) The remaining 50 percent of each re
bate, and the amount of the agency's share 
of savings from energy savings performance 
contracts shall be transferred to the General 
Fund of the Treasury at the end of the fiscal 
year in which received. 

SEC. 630. (a)(l) Subchapter II of chapter 63 
of title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 
"§6327. Absence in connection with serving 

as a bone-marrow or organ donor 
"(a) An employee in or under an Executive 

agency is entitled to leave without loss of or 
reduction in pay, leave to which otherwise 
entitled, credit for time or service, or per
formance or efficiency rating, for the time 
necessary to permit such employee to serve 
as a bone-marrow or organ donor. 

" (b) Not to exceed 7 days of leave may be 
used under this section by an employee in a 
calendar year. 

"(c) The Office of Personnel Management 
may prescribe regulations for the adminis
tration of this section.". 

(2)(A) Section 6129 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting "6327," after 
"6326,". 

(B) The table of sections for chapter 63 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
adding after the item relating to section 6326 
the following: 
"6327. Absence in connection with serving as 

a bone-marrow or organ 
donor.''. 

(b)(l) Section 6307 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended-

(A) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub
section (d); 

(B) by inserting after subsection (b) the 
following: 

"(c) Sick leave provided by this section 
may be used for purposes relating to the 
adoption of a child."; and 
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(C) in subsection (d) (as so redesignated by 

subparagraph (A)) by inserting " or for pur
poses relating to the adoption of a child," 
after "ailment," . 

(2) Section 6129 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by striking "6307 (a) and 
(c)," and inserting "6307 (a) and (d) ," . 

(3)(A) The Office of Personnel Management 
shall prescribe regulations under which any 
employee who used or uses annual leave for 
an adoption-related purpose, after Septem
ber 30, 1991, and before the date as of which 
sick leave first becomes available for such 
purpose as a result of the enactment of this 
subsection may, upon appropriate written 
application, elect to have such employee's 
leave accounts adjusted to reflect the 
amount of annual leave and sick leave, re
spectively, which would remain had sick 
leave been used instead of all or any portion 
of the annual leave actually used, as des
ignated by the employee. 

(B) An application under this paragraph 
may not be approved unless it is submitted

(i) within 1 year after the date of the en
actment of this Act or such later date as the 
Office may prescribe; 

(ii) in such form and manner as the Office 
shall require; and 

(iii) by an individual who is an employee as 
of the time of application. 

(C) For the purpose of this paragraph, the 
term "employee" has the meaning given 
such term by section 6301(2) of title 5, United 
States Code. 

SEC. 631. (a)(l) The adjustment in rates of 
basic pay for the statutory pay systems that 
takes effect in fiscal year 1995 under section 
5303 of title 5, United States Code, shall be 
an increase of 2 percent. 

(2) For purposes of each provision of law 
amended by section 704(a)(2) of the Ethics 
Reform Act of 1989 (5 U.S.C. 5318 note), no ad
justment under section 5303 of title 5, United 
States Code, shall be considered to have 
taken effect in fiscal year 1995 in the rates of 
basic pay for the statutory pay systems. 

(3) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term "statutory pay system" shall have the 
meaning given such term by section 5302(1) 
of title 5, United States Code. 

(b) For purposes of any locality-based com
parability payments taking effect in fiscal 
year 1995 under subchapter I of chapter 53 of 
title 5, United States Code (whether by ad
justment or otherwise)-

(!) section 5304(a)(3)(B) of such title shall 
be deemed to be amended by striking " 3/io" 
and inserting"%"; and 

(2) section 5304a of such title shall be 
deemed to be without force or effect. 

SEC. 632. Section 5(f) of the Federal 
Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994 (Public 
Law 103-226) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

"(3) APPLICABILITY OF BACKFILL PREVEN
TION PROVISIONS TO AGENCIES OTHERWISE EX
EMPTED FROM FTE REDUCTION.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-If any agency is other
wise exempted by any law from the limita
tions on full-time equivalent positions or the 
restrictions on hiring established by this sec
tion-

"(i) paragraph (1) shall apply to vacancies 
created in such agency; and 

"(ii) the reductions required pursuant to 
clause (i) shall be made in the number of 
funded employee positions in such agency. 

" (B) WAIVER AUTHORITY.-In the case of a 
particular position in an agency, subpara
graph (A) may be waived upon a determina
tion by the head of the agency that the per
formance of a critical agency mission re
quires the waiver. 

" (C) RELATION TO OTHER LAW.-No law may 
be construed as suspending or modifying this 
paragraph unless such law specifically 
amends this paragraph.". 

Mr. HOYER (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that title VI of the bill through line 7 
on page 92 be considered as read, print
ed in the RECORD, and open to amend
ment at this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, in ac
cordance with the rule, I make a point 
of order against section 629 of the bill, 
beginning on page 87, line 3, through 
page 88, line 2, on the grounds that this 
section constitutes legislation in an 
appropriations bill in violation of rule 
XX:I, clause 2 of the Rules of the House. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] is 
correct, and we concede the point of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. STUDDS). The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained. 

The language is stricken. 
Are there further po in ts of order? 
Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Chair

man, I move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I know the hour is 

late, but I want to alert the Members 
of the House to an outrageous practice 
by the Resolution Trust Corporation 
which I had hoped to address in an 
amendment before this body, but 
points of order were not waived. 

Mr. Chairman, there are 3,000,000 
Federal employees, and these 3,000,000 
Federal employees are paid at one pay 
scale, and the 3,000 employees of the 
Resolution Trust Corporation are paid 
10 percent more. 

Now that may be justified, but in ad
dition to being paid 10 percent more for 
doing the same work, Mr. Chairman, 
this body has also given that agency 
the right to set their own geographical 
cost-of-living pay increases, and, Mr. 
Chairman and Members of this House, 
they have tremendously abused their 
discretion, and let me give my col
leagues one example. 

An employee of the Resolution Trust 
Corporation working in Washington, 
making a salary of $30,000, receives an 
additional 10 percent above employees 
of other Federal agencies, and then 
they receive an 18-percent cost-of-liv
ing adjustment, 18 percent, making 
their salary $38,400. How about an em
ployee of the Agriculture Department? 
How about an employee of the Energy 
Department? They make $30,000, but 
they do not get the 10-percent bonus, 
and they only get a 4-percent cost-of
living increase. So, where we pay all 

other Federal employees $31,200, Mr. 
Chairman, we pay these employees 
$38,400. That is a difference per em
ployee of $7 ,200. 

In San Francisco an employee of the 
Resolution Trust Corporation gets the 
10-percent bonu~ and then that agency 
gives them a 31-percent cost-of-living 
increase where all other Federal em
ployees working in San Francisco get 
an 8-percent cost-of-living adjustment. 
Now, Mr. Chairman and Members of 
this House, what is the cost-of-living 
adjustment that is needed in San Fran
cisco? Is it the 31 percent that RTC em
ployees get, or is it the 8 percent that 
all other government workers get? 

Should we continue to pay 3,000 em
ployees of this government a 10-percent 
bonus and, in addition to that, pay 
them a cost-of-living adjustment that 
is four times what we pay other Fed
eral employees? 

0 2230 
Mr. Chairman, this is an insult to the 

3 million Federal employees. There is 
no equity here. There is no fairness 
here. This is an abuse and an outrage. 

Finally, I would say this to you, to 
tell you what we are talking about in 
money terms. I have a son who is work
ing this summer between his junior and 
senior years of school. He is paying $40 
each week in Federal income tax. It 
would take his salary and the salary of 
19 other teenagers making that same 
salary to compensate for RTC employ
ee's extra compensation that we pay 
them over what we pay for the same 
work at other Federal agencies. 

Mr. Chairman, I close simply by say
ing this chosen few at the RTC, this 
privileged few among our Federal em
ployees, this is an abuse that I hope we 
end in fairness to the other 3 million 
Federal employees, and in fairness to 
the taxpayers who are paying millions 
of dollars each year in grossly exagger
ated cost of living adjustments and bo
nuses. 

Last year this body, and I commend 
it, ended the abusive practices of large 
bonuses over at the RTC, after years of 
abusing that. The time is now for us to 
put the hammer down on more abuse at 
this runaway agency. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOYER 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HOYER: Page 92, 

after line 7, insert the following new section: 
SEC. 633. (a) IN GENERAL.- Hereafter, the 

employment of any individual within the Ex
ecutive Office of the President shall be 
placed in leave without pay status if the in
dividual-

(1) has not, within 30 days of commencing 
such employment or by October 31, 1994 
(whichever occurs later), submitted a com
pleted questionnaire for sensitive positions 
(SF-86); or 

(2) has not, within 6 months of commenc
ing such employment or by October 31, 1994 
(whichever occurs later), had his or her back
ground investigation, if completed, for
warded by the counsel to the President to 
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the United States Secret Service for issuance 
of the appropriate White House pass. 

(b) EXEMPTION.-Subsection (a) shall not 
apply to any individual specifically exempt
ed from such subsection by the President or 
his designee. 

Mr. HOYER (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I believe 

this is agreed upon. This is language 
that the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
WOLF] and I have agreed upon. The 
gentleman has expressed great con
cerns about security provisions at the 
White House. I have discussed this with 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
WOLF] and the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. LIGHTFOOT] and I believe we have 
agreement. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, at the end of the pro
ceedings I am going to offer a limi ta
tion amendment which is at the desk. 
But, very briefly, to explain it, much of 
the debate today I think has been 
about oversight. We have been here 12 
hours and a few minutes now, so maybe 
this is a new record of some kind. 

During the previous 12 years of Re
publican administrations, there were 
some 36 oversight hearings held by the 
Congress, including 6 by a GOP con
trolled Senate. Again, I think much of 
the debate today has been over the 
oversight issue. Other than the amend
ment we just accepted on behalf of the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF], 
the bill contains virtually no language 
on many of the White House concerns 
that have surfaced. 
Duri~g the past 18 months, we really 

have had a pretty poor record. The 
only hearing I am aware of is the one 
we held in our subcommittee, and, 
again, I wanted to thank Chairman 
HOYER for his cooperation in that re
spect. 

I think we must do better. We are re
sponsible for dishing out taxpayers' 
dollars. The American people expect 
accountability. So it is important that 
we are able to show that accountabil
ity in oversight. 

At this point, I am urging Members 
to defeat the motion to rise so we can 
address some of these issues. 

Also, in closing, again I would like to 
thank the chairman for his cooperation 
through this, and the good work of the 
staff, and maybe this is a new record in 
the book. I am not sure. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read 
the final two lines of the bill. 

The clerk read as follows: 

This Act may be cited as the "Treasury, 
Postal Service and General Government Ap
propriations Act, 1995." 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
the Committee do now rise and report 
the bill with amendments back to the 
House with sundry amendments, with 
the recommendation that the amend
ments be agreed to, and that the bill, 
as amended, do pass. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 245, noes 175, 
not voting 19, as follows: 

[Roll No. 246) 
AYES-245 

Abercrombie Eshoo Levin 
Ackerman Evans Lewis (GA) 
Andrews (ME) Faleomavaega Lipinski 
Andrews (NJ) (AS) Lloyd 
Andrews (TX) Farr Long 
Applegate Fazio Lowey 
Bacchus (FL) Fields (LA) Maloney 
Baesler Filner Mann 
Barca Fingerhut Manton 
Barcia Flake Margolies-
Barlow Foglietta Mezvinsky 
Barrett (WI) Ford (TN) Markey 
Becerra Frank (MA) Martinez 
Beilenson Frost Matsui 
Bevill Furse Mazzo Ii 
Bil bray Gejdenson Mccloskey 
Bishop Gephardt McCurdy 
Boni or Geren McDermott 
Borski Gibbons Mc Hale 
Boucher Gonzalez McKinney 
Brewster Gordon McNulty 
Brooks Green Meehan 
Browder Gutierrez Meek 
Brown (CA) Hall (OH) Menendez 
Brown (FL) Hall (TX) Mfume 
Brown (OH) Hamburg Miller (CA) 
Bryant Hamilton Mineta 
Byrne Harman Minge 
Cantwell Hastings Mink 
Cardin Hayes Moakley 
Carr Hefner Mollohan 
Chapman Hilliard Montgomery 
Clay Hinchey Murphy 
Clayton Hoagland Murtha 
Clement Hochbrueckner Nadler 
Clyburn Holden Neal (MA) 
Coleman Hoyer Norton (DC) 
Collins (Ml) Hughes Oberstar 
Condit Hutto Obey 
Conyers Inslee Olver 
Coppersmith Jacobs Ortiz 
Costello Jefferson Orton 
Coyne Johnson (GA) Owens 
Cramer Johnson (SD) Pallone 
Danner Johnson, E . B. Parker 
Darden Johnston Pastor 
de la Garza Kanjorski Payne (NJ) 
de Lugo (VI) Kaptur Payne (VA) 
Deal Kennedy Pelosi 
DeFazio Kennelly Penny 
DeLauro Kil dee Peterson (FL) 
Dellums Kleczka Peterson (MN) 
Derrick Klein Pickett 
Deutsch Klink Pickle 
Dicks Kopetski Pomeroy 
Dingell Kreidler Poshard 
Dixon LaFalce Price (NC) 
Dooley Lambert Rahall 
Durbin Lancaster Rangel 
Edwards (CA) Lantos Reed 
Edwards (TX) LaRocco Richardson 
Engel Laughlin Roemer 
English Lehman Rose 

Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ba!1enger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 

Berman 
Blackwell 
Collins (IL) 
Cooper 
Fish 
Ford (Ml) 
Glickman 

Smith (IA) Tucker 
Spratt Unsoeld 
Stark Valentine 
Stenholm Velazquez 
Stokes Vento 
Strickland Visclosky 
Studds Volkmer 
Stupak Waters 
Swett Watt 
Synar Waxman 
Tanner Wheat 
Tauzin Williams 
Taylor (MS) Wilson 
Tejeda Wise 
Thompson Woolsey 
Thornton Wyden 
Thurman Wynn 
Torricelli Yates 
Towns 
Traficant 

NOES-175 
Goodlatte Morella 
Goodling Myers 
Goss Nussle 
Grams Oxley 
Grandy Packard 
Greenwood Paxon 
Gunderson Petri 
Hancock Pombo 
Hansen Porter 
Hastert Portman 
Hefley Pryce (OH) 
Herger Quillen 
Hobson Quinn 
Hoekstra Ramstad 
Hoke Ravenel 
Horn Regula 
Houghton Ridge 
Huffington Roberts 
Hunter Rogers 
Hutchinson Rohrabacher 
Hyde Ros-Lehtinen 
Inglis Roth 
Inhofe Roukema 
Is took Royce 
Johnson (CT) Santorum 
Johnson, Sam Schaefer 
Kasi ch Schiff 
Kim Sensenbrenner 
King Shaw 
Kingston Shays 
Klug Shuster 
Knollenberg Skeen 
Kolbe Smith (Ml) 
Ky! Smith (NJ) 
Lazio Smith (OR) 
Leach Smith (TX) 
.Levy Sn owe 
Lewis (CA) Solomon 
Lewis (FL) Spence 
Lewis (KY) Stearns 
Lightfoot Stump 
Linder Sundquist 
Livingston Talent 
Lucas Taylor (NC) 
Machtley Thomas (CA) 
Manzullo Thomas (WY) 
McCandless Torkildsen 
McColl um Upton 
McCrery Vucanovich 
McHugh Walker 
Mclnnis Walsh 
McKeon Weldon 
McMillan Wolf 
Meyers Young (AK) 
Mica Young (FL) 
Michel Zeliff 
Miller (FL) Zimmer 
Molinari 
Moorhead 

NOT VOTING-19 
McDade 
Moran 
Neal (NC) 
Reynolds 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Saxton 

0 2251 

Sharp 
Swift 
Torres 
Underwood (GU) 
Washington 
Whitten 

Messrs. HEFLEY, BLILEY, and 
BLUTE, and Ms. SNOWE changed their 
vote from "aye" to "no." 
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Mr. CARR of Michigan changed his 

vote from "no" to "aye." 
So the motion to rise and report was 

agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
D 2254 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. GEP
HARDT) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
STUDDS, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 4539) making appropriations for 
the Treasury Department, the United 
States Postal Service, the Executive 
Office of the President, and certain 
Independent Agencies, for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1995, and for 
other purposes, pursuant to House Res
olution 447, he reported the bill back to 
the House with sundry amendments 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sep

arate vote demanded on any amend
ment? If not, the Chair will put them 
en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. MYERS 

OF INDIANA 
Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 

I offer a motion to recommit. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 

gentleman opposed to the bill? 
Mr. MYERS of Indiana. I am, Mr. 

Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to recom
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. MYERS of Indiana moves to recommit 

the bill, R .R. 4539, to the Committee on Ap
propriations with instructions to examine 
funding levels for accounts included under 
Title III of the bill in light of current White 
House policy regarding the use of White 
House legal counsel on matters not related 
to the performance of official duties and 
promptly report it back to the House with 
such recommendations as may be necessary 
to ensure that all applicable executive or
ders, directives, regulations and laws regard
ing the use of White House legal counsel are 
complied with. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana (during the 
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the motion to recommit 
be considered as read and printed in 
the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
this motion is straightforward. It sends 
the bill back to the Committee with in
structions to report it back to the 
House after examining key White 
House operations on: The use of White 
House legal counsel on matters not re
lated to the performance of official du
ties. 

The vote on this motion is a vote on 
this House's willingness to provide ef
fective oversight of federal programs 
and agencies and, specifically, over
sight of the operations of the Executive 
Office of the President. 

This not a partisan issue. The fact 
that this motion targets White House 
operations has nothing to do with poli
tics. But it has everything to do with 
applying the same operational stand
ards to the White House that are ap
plied to other federal agencies. It has 
to do with good government. 

The bill before us today does a re
markable job of addressing the poten
tial operational inefficiencies and inad
equacies of programs and agencies 
within the jurisdiction of the Sub
committee on Treasury, Postal Service 
and General Government. 

A quick look through the report ac
companying this bill confirms this: 

On page 6, the Committee noted that 
it would not tolerate wasteful spending 
on unnecessary travel government 
wide. 

On page 35, the Committee noted its 
concern over the ability of IRS to in
crease revenue collections based on 
past performance. 

On page 35, the Committee noted it 
has frequently expressed its concerns 
over Tax Systems Modernization (and 
in fact cut the program by $517 mil
lion). 

On page 40, the Committee noted its 
concern over certain Postal Service 
regulations. 

On page 49, the Committee noted its 
concern that a certain agency failed to 
return transcripts of hearings in a 
timely and appropriate manner. 

On page 55, the Committee is con
cerned that an agency doesn't apply 
stringent performance management 
criteria to its operations. 

The list goes on. 
The point is this: This committee has 

gone through programs within its ju
risdiction and noted its concerns over 
operational inefficiencies, as appro
priate. The only exception is the Exec
utive Office of the President. On this, 
the Committee is silent. 

Why? Some are claiming that a re
view of White House operations has not 
been done before. That simply isn't the 
case. On July 1, 1992, this body debated 
an amendment to restore funding for 
the Vice President's Council on Com
petitiveness, which had been termi
nated by the full Appropriations Com
mittee. The objections over the Coun
cil on Competitiveness were strenuous 
and strong as voiced during debate on 
this floor and the amendment failed. 

The Council refused to cooperate 
with congressional committees exercis
ing their constitutional oversight re
sponsibilities. 

The Council's executive director may 
have violated the Federal conflict of 
interest statute. 

The Council operated in secrecy and 
wouldn't turn over its records to con
gressional committees. 

Again, the Committee and this body 
believed that there were serious oper
ational inefficiencies and conflicts of 
interests associated with the Council 
on Competitiveness and took the bold 
step of outright terminating the Coun
cil. Some thought this was an extreme 
measure. The Republicans defended it, 
saying that the President had the right 
to organize his office and cabinet any 
way he chooses. But, the bottom line 
was that there were perceived problems 
and this committee and the House took 
action to terminate the Council. 

If we could address White House oper
ations in 1992, why can we not address 
White House operations in 1994? What 
has changed? 

I urge my colleagues to return this 
bill to committee and insist that the 
committee do what is necessary to en
sure that the White House operates in 
a way that is in compliance with the 
expectations of good government and 
the expectations of the American peo
ple. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] 
opposed to the motion to recommit? 

Mr. HOYER. I am, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman is recognized in opposition to 
the motion. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the motion to recommit. 
This is an open rule, Mr. Speaker. We 
have considered every amendment that 
has been offered. We have extensively 
reviewed this bill. 

I do not think there is any doubt but 
we have looked at this very, very close
ly. 

I want to say with respect to the 
legal counsel, Mr. Speaker, I will tell 
the Members that we are assured that 
no funds are being expended for any 
private use of the counsel. We do not 
believe this.. is necessary. I ask Mem
bers to vote against the motion to re
commit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The motion to recommit was re

jected. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the passage of the bill. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I demand a recorded vote. 
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A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 276, noes 139, 
not voting 19, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (Ml) 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 

[Roll No. 247] 

AYES-276 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Inslee 
lstook 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 

Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Packard 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Solomon 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tejeda 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 

Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt 

Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehner 
Burton 
Buyer 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
De Lay 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 

Waxman 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 

NOES-139 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
lnhofe 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kim 
King 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Levy 
Lewis (FL) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
Mccurdy 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Pallone 

Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

Paxon 
Penny 
Petri 
Pombo 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Slattery 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Swett 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Walker 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-19 

Berman 
Blackwell 
Chapman 
Collins (IL) 
Cooper 
Fish 
Ford (Ml) 

Glickman 
McDade 
Moran 
Neal (NC) 
Reynolds 
Saxton 
Sharp 

D 2313 

Thomas (CA) 
Torres 
Washington 
Whitten 
Wilson 

Mr. KASICH and Mr. REGULA 
changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ROEMER). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

WAIVING CERTAIN POINTS OF 
ORDER AGAINST H.R. 4554, AGRI
CULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1995 
Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103-548) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 455) waiving certain points of 
order against the bill (H.R. 4554) mak
ing appropriations for Agriculture, 
Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad
ministration, and related agencies pro
grams for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1995, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the House Cal
endar and ordered to be printed. 

ELECTION OF MEMBER TO CER
TAIN STANDING COMMITTEES OF 
THE HOUSE 
Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, by di

rection of the Minority Leader, I offer 
a privileged resolution (H. Res. 456) and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 456 
Resolved, That Representative RON LEWIS 

of Kentucky be and is hereby elected to the 
following standing committees of the House 
of Representatives: the Committee on Agri
culture, and the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

ANNOUNCING INTENTION TO 
OFFER A MOTION TO INSTRUCT 
CONFEREES ON H.R. 3355, VIO
LENT CRIME CONTROL AND LAW 
ENFORCEMENT ACT 
Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, pursu

ant to clause l(c) of rule 28, I am an
nouncing to the House that I intend to 
offer a motion to instruct conferees on 
the crime bill, H.R. 3355. 

The form of the motion is as follows: 
MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES 

Mr. MCCOLLUM moves that the managers 
on the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the House amendment to the Senate amend
ment to the bill HR 3355 be instructed not to 
agree to Title IX, relating to racially dis
criminatory sentencing, of the House amend
ment or to any similar provision. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1818 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to remove my 
name as a cosponsor of H.R. 1818. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
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SELF-DEFENSE IN BOSNIA 

(Mr. HORN asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and to include extraneous mate
rial.) 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, last week a 
majority of this House voted to lift the 
embargo that has crippled the people of 
Bosnia from defending themselves 
under the inherent right of self-defense 
that is recognized in the United Na
tions Charter. One hundred and nine 
nations in the United Nations have 
said Bosnia ought to be permitted arms 
as a matter of that inherent right of 
self-defense. 

On June 10, Mr. Speaker, in the Wall 
Street Journal, Dr. Albert 
Wohlstetter-Universi ty Professor 
Emeritus at the University of Chicago 
and one of America's greatest strategic 
thinker&-wrote an article that takes 
apart, piece by piece, every single ar
gument we have heard from this ad
ministration as to why the embargo 
should not be lifted. I commend this 
wise article to my colleagues. 

When you realize that only one out of 
every four Bosnian soldiers has a rifle, 
it is clear that the other three could 
use rifles and light infantry equipment 
to stop tanks and armored personnel 
carriers which now roam freely over 
the Bosnian countryside. We are not 
talking about sending American 
troops. We are talking about the Free 
World, and others, providing supplies 
for a besieged people. 

Mr. Speaker, I think my colleagues 
will find of particular interest Dr. 
Wohlstetter's comments on the need 
for leadership by the United States in 
ending this world tragedy. If this ad
ministration would stand up and cease 
the procrastination that has made the 
Bosnian people who want to pe free, 
tragic victims of oppression in the last 
decade of the 20th century, 1then we 
might well also encourage-as Dr. 
Wohlstetter concludes the democratic 
forces in Russia to "oppose the resur
gence of a Russian interest in dominat
ing tens of millions of people who are 
against such · Russian domination in 
the now independent former Soviet re
publics.'' 

I attach the Wohlstetter article: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, June 10, 1994) 

NOTES TO CLINTON ON BOSNIA 

(By Albert Wohlstetter) 
Yesterday the House voted to order Presi

dent Clinton to lift the U.S. arms embargo 
against Bosnia. The administration had told 
its supporters in Congress that allowing the 
Bosnians to be armed for their self-defense 
would: 

(a) prolong, widen and intensify the war, 
and drag the U.S. into it. 

But in fact, as many authorities on inter
national law testify, the embargo in UN 713 
(Sept. 1991) applied to a "Yugoslavia" that 
no longer exists and never had a valid appli
cation to Bosnia, a state whose independence 
has been recognized by the U.S., Europe and 
the U.N. Moreover, it was the arms embargo, 

requested by Slobodan Milosevic, that in
vited Serbian aggression by keeping his vic
tims out-gunned. It has prolonged the war 
for three years so far, while its advocates 
have claimed the embargo would shorten it. 
Depriving the victims of arms invited the 
widening from Slovenia to Croatia to Bosnia, 
and now threatens to widen it further in 
Kosova, the Sandjak and Macedonia; and it 
increased the intensity of the genocidal 
slaughter. 

It is the promise that the U.S. has made to 
insert a large contingent of lightly armed 
ground forces in the guise of "peacekeepers," 
to enforce an ethnic partition between un
armed Bosnians and armed Serbs-which the 
United Nations and the EC have themselves 
stated would inevitably be unstable and un
enforceable-that might drag the U.S. into a 
war of aggression, and on the wrong side. 

(b) involve the U.S. in an infeasible pro
gram for transporting weapons that Deputy 
Secretary of State Strobe Talbott says he 
"presumes" must match in number and cali
ber the heavy weapons, the medium tanks 
and the armored personnel carriers that have 
been supplied by Serbia to its proxies in 
Bosnia. 

And (c) that this would involve an 
infeasibly large and lengthy program of 
American soldiers training the Bosnian army 
in their use. 

But, in fact, what the Bosnians (and the 
new federation between Bosnians and Croats, 
whose alliance the administration has just 
brokered) need primarily are: light infantry 
weapons of the sort that can stop the tanks 
and armored personnel carriers of the ill-dis
ciplined Serbian invaders, whom the 
Bosnians greatly exceed in number and moti
vation; rifles: e.g., Soviet-designed AK-47s; 
light and heavy machine guns; light mortars 
and some of more extended range; anti-tank 
guided missiles of the sort the U.S. provided 
to the Afghans; and light communications 
and jamming equipment of the kind that 
helped the Slovenian guerrilla operations 
route the Serbian-controlled Yugoslav Army 
in less than two weeks at the start, in June 
1991, of Serbia's genocidal aggression in the 
Balkans. 

Such weapons are widely available and 
easy to transport. The Bosnians, who have 
had, for example, only one rifle for each four 
of its soldiers, have been receiving some such 
weapons since their new federation with the 
Croats, and this has already had an effect on 
turning the tide on the battlefield. 

Gen. Martin Spegelj, formerly of the Yugo
slav Army and former Croatian defense min
ister, has pointed out that Bosnians as well 
as Croats during their military service have 
been trained in the use of such weapons. To 
operate the Soviet-designed versions of them 
in particular, they will need little or no 
extra training. 

(d) be acting unilaterally and would jeop
ardize relief efforts and endanger the United 
Nations Protection Force. 

In fact, it is absurd to keep repeating that 
the U.S. would be acting unilaterally. One 
hundred and nine members of the U.N. Gen
eral Assembly, including some of our NATO 
partners, voted to allow Bosnia to receive 
arms in exercise of its inherent right of self
defense. No country voted against it. 

Preventing the Bosnians from defending 
themselves has meant the slaughter of over 
200,000 innocent men, women and children, 
and the maiming, torture and systematic 
rape of countless others. Softening this dis
aster slightly by sending bandages and anes
thetics for surgeons forced to amputate a 
child's leg can hardly compensate for the 

continued shelling and maiming of children 
and other innocents. As for the dangers to 
the United Nations Protection Force, these 
have come almost exclusively from the 
Serbs, who haven't hesitated to harass, shoot 
at and take hostage the French, British, and 
even Russian soldiers whose operations have 
functioned to consolidate Serbian gains, re
leasing Serbian forces to seize more. 

(e) jeopardize other U.N. sanctions, includ
ing those against Iraq, Haiti and Serbia. 

This is the most outrageous claim of all. 
The sanctions against Iraq were a condition 
of the U.S.-led coalition's ceasing to fire at 
the end of Desert Storm, as well as of valid 
U.N. resolutions directed against Iraq rather 
than its victims. And also, the U.S., France 
and Germany-as well as the U.N. bureauc
racy-are ignoring the most flagrant viola
tions of the sanctions against Serbia. They 
are ignoring the network of drug smugglers, 
pickpockets and thieves in Europe who have 
been flooding Belgrade with luxury goods 
and hard currency. And, most outrageous, 
they are ignoring the thousands of vehicles 
that daily carry arms and supplies from Ser
bia to its proxies in Bosnia and Croatia, in 
direct violation of the valid embargo against 
Serbia embodied in UN 757. 

As many Europeans and an increasing 
number of Americans understand, it is this 
that damages the reputation of the U.N. as 
an impartial, universal organization, and the 
genuine interests of Europe and the U.S. 
Congress should dP.mand the enforcement of 
the valid embargo against Serbia's continu
ing supply of arms to its proxies in Bosnia 
and Croatia, and of the U.N.'s demand that 
Serbia withdraw the weapons and supplies it 
has sent its proxies in Bosnia. 

(f) cause a rift between the U.S. and its 
NATO allies, and with Russia. 

In fact, the interests of the U.S., of NATO 
and of Europe will be served only by the ex
ercise of U.S. leadership-not by the collapse 
of the U.S. whenever some European govern
ment in disarray expresses misgivings. That 
this collapse disturbs some European govern
ments has recently been observed by several 
thoughtful European experts on the defense 
of Western Europe. In the Persian Gulf, the 
U.S. led a coalition of willing NATO mem
bers and other interested powers-in spite of 
the fact that the Russians opposed it, the 
Greeks opposed it, the Belgians wouldn't sell 
ammunition to the British; and the French, 
who had opposed the use of force against 
Iraq, went along only when they saw that 
the U.S. was going to go ahead anyway with 
those who were willing. 

The exercise of such leadership today 
would strengthen those democrats in Russia 
who oppose the resurgence of a Russian in
terest in dominating tens of millions of peo
ple who are against such Russian domination 
in the now-independent former Soviet repub
lics. These democrats recognize that this re
surgence is incompatible with the movement 
of Russia toward democracy and free mar
kets. 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Feb
ruary 11, 1994, and June 10, 1994, and 
under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members are recognized 
for 5 minutes each: 
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HEALTH CARE REFORM VOTE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I submit for the 
RECORD the votes on health care reform which 
took place in full committee in the Education 
and Labor Committee on June 14, and in the 
Ways and Means Committee on June 14 and 
15, 1994: 

HEALTH CARE MARK-UP, JUNE 14, 1994 
The following recorded votes were taken 

on June 14, 1994 in the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor during full Committee con
sideration of Chairman Ford's mark, H.R. 
3600, Health Security Act of 1994: 

1. A Substitute amendment by Mr. Good
ling to the Chairman's mark includes provi
sions of H.R. 3080 (Michel) within the juris
diction of the Committee on Education and 
Labor and additional provisions providing 
for universal access to health coverage in
cluding Pooled Employer Health Programs 
and state-based Voluntary Accessible Health 
Programs. Defeated 1~28. 

DEMOCRATS 

Mr. Ford, "nay." 
Mr. Clay, "nay." 
Mr. Miller (CA), "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Murphy, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Kildee, "nay." 
Mr. Williams, "nay." 
Mr. Martinez, "nay." 
Mr. Owens, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Sawyer, "nay." 
Mr. Payne, "nay" by proxy. 
Ms. Unsoeld, "nay." 
Ms. Mink, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Andrews, "nay." 
Mr. Reed, "nay." 
Mr. Roemer, "nay." 
Mr. Engel, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Becerra, "nay." 
Mr. Scott, "nay." 
Mr. Green, "nay." 
Ms. Woolsey, "nay." 
Mr. Romero-Barcelo, "nay." 
Mr. Klink, "nay." 
Ms. English, "nay." 
Mr. Strickland, "nay." 
Mr. De Lugo, "nay." 
Mr. Faleomavaega, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Baesler, "nay." 
Mr. Underwood, "nay" by proxy. 

REPUBLICANS 

Mr. Goodling, "yea." 
Mr. Petri, "yea." 
Ms. Roukema, "yea." 
Mr. Gunderson, "yea." 
Mr. Armey, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Fawell, "yea." 
Mr. Ballenger, "yea." 
Ms. Molinari, "yea." 
Mr. Barrett, "yea." 
Mr. Boehner, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Cunningham, "yea." 
Mr. Hoekstra, "yea." 
Mr. McKeon, "yea." 
Mr. Miller [FL], "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Castle, "yea." 
2. An amendment by Mr. Fawell to provide 

that an individual in a state my purchase 
any heal th plan or heal th insurance of the 
individual's choice regardless of the status of 
community rating areas, regional alliances, 
or purchasing cooperatives that may be es
tablished within a state. In addition, the 
amendment says that individuals may not be 
required to enroll under or make payments 
for the health plan or health insurance de-

fined under the Chairman's mark. Mr. Scott 
offered an amendment to the amendment to 
delete the last sentence above. The amend
ment to the amendment was agreed to by 
voice vote. The Fawell amendment, as 
amended was defeated 16-27. 

DEMOCRATS 

Mr. Ford, "nay." 
Mr. Clay, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr, Miller (CA), "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Murphy, "yea." 
Mr. Kildee, "nay." 
Mr. Williams, "nay." 
Mr. Martinez, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Owens, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Sawyer, "nay." 
Mr. Payne, "nay" by proxy. 
Ms. Unsoeld, "nay" by proxy. 
Ms. Mink, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Andrews, "nay." 
Mr. Reed, "nay." 
Mr. Roemer, "nay." 
Mr. Engel, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Becerra, "nay." 
Mr. Scott, "nay." 
Mr. Green, "nay" by proxy. 
Ms. Woolsey, "nay." 
Mr. Romero-Barcelo, "nay." 
Mr. Klink, "nay." 
Ms. English, "nay." 
Mr. Strickland, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. De Lugo, "nay." 
Mr. Faleomavaega, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Baesler, "nay." 
Mr. Underwood, "nay" by proxy. 

REPUBLICANS 

Mr. Goodling, "yea." 
Mr. Petri, "yea" by proxy. 
Ms. Roukema, "yea." 
Mr. Gunderson, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Armey, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Fawell, "yea." 
Mr. Ballenger, "yea." 
Ms. Molinari, "yea." 
Mr. Barrett, "yea." 
Mr. Boehner, "yea." 
Mr. Cunningham, "yea." 
Mr. Hoekstra, "yea." 
Mr. McKeon, "yea." 
Mr. Miller (FL), "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Castle, "yea." 
3. An amendment by Mr. Boehner to elimi

nate those provisions in the Chairman's 
mark relating to the requirement that em
ployers pay for health insurance coverage. In 
addition, the amendment provides that em
ployers are not required to offer the plans in 
the Chairman's mark. The amendment was 
defeated 18-25. 

DEMOCRATS 

Mr. Ford, "nay." 
Mr. Clay, "nay." 
Mr. Miller (CA), "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Murphy, "nay." 
Mr. Kildee, "nay." 
Mr. Williams, "nay." 
Mr. Martinez, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Owens, "nay." 
Mr. Sawyer, "nay." 
Mr. Payne, "nay" by proxy. 
Ms. Unsoeld, "nay." 
Ms. Mink, "nay." 
Mr. Andrews, "yea." 
Mr. Reed, "nay." 
Mr. Roemer, "yea." 
Mr. Engel, "nay" by proxy. 

·-· Mr. Becerra, "nay." 
Mr. Scott, ''nay.'' 
Mr. Green, "nay" by proxy. 
Ms. Woolsey, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Romero-Barcelo, "nay." 
Mr. Klink, "nay." 
Ms. English, "nay" by proxy. 

Mr. Strickland, "nay." 
Mr. De Lugo, "nay." 
Mr. Faleomavaega, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Baesler, "yea." 
Mr. Underwood, "nay" by proxy. 

REPUBLICANS 

Mr. Goodling, "yea." 
Mr. Petri, "yea" by proxy. 
Ms. Roukema, "yea." 
Mr. Gunderson, "yea." 
Mr. Armey, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Fawell, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Ballenger, "yea." 
Ms. Molinari, "yea." 
Mr. Barrett, "yea." 
Mr. Boehner, "yea." 
Mr. Cunningham, "yea." 
Mr. Hoekstra, "yea." 
Mr. McKeon, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Miller (FL), "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Castle, "yea." 
4. An amendment by Mr. Hoekstra to 

strike the subsidies for early retiree health 
premimus and preclude any Federal assess
ments on employers relating to their pre
vious retiree health costs. The amendment 
was defeated 1~28. 

DEMOCRATS 

Mr. Ford, "nay." 
Mr. Clay, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Miller (CA), "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Murphy, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Kildee, "nay." 
Mr. Williams, "nay." 
Mr. Martinez, "nay." 
Mr. Martinez, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Owens, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Sawyer, "nay." 
Mr. Payne, "nay" by proxy. 
Ms. Unsoeld, "nay." 
Ms. Mink, "nay." 
Mr. Andrews, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Reed, "nay." 
Mr. Roemer, "nay." 
Mr. Engel, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Becerra, "nay." 
Mr. Scott, "nay." 
Mr. Green, "nay" by proxy. 
Ms. Woolsey, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Romero-Barcelo, "nay." 
Mr. Klink, "nay." 
Ms. English, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Strickland, "nay." 
Mr. De Lugo, "nay." 
Mr. Faleomavaega, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Baesler, "nay." 
Mr. Underwood, "nay" by proxy. 

REPUBLICANS 

Mr. Goodling, "yea." 
Mr. Petri, "yea." 
Ms. Roukema, "yea." 
Mr. Gunderson, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Armey, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Fawell, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Ballenger, "yea." 
Ms. Molinari, "yea." 
Mr. Barrett, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Boehner, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Cunningham, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Hoekstra, "yea." 
Mr. McKeon, "yea." 
Mr. Miller (FL),"yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Castle, "yea." 
The following recorded vote was taken on 

June 14, 1994 in the Committee on Ways and 
Means during consideration of Acting Chair
man Gibbons' substitute proposal for H.R. 
3600, The Health Security Act of 1994: 

An amendment by Mr. Grandy to strike 
Title II of the bill which provides employer 
and individual mandates to purchase health 
insurance. The amendment strikes the re
quirement that an employer must pay for a 
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portion of employee health insurance pre
miums and eliminates additional employer 
obligations and penalties for failure to meet 
those obligations. The amendment also 
strikes the requirement that individuals 
must obtain health insurance coverage and 
pay any portion of the insurance premium 
that is not covered by their employers. De
feated 20-18. 

DEMOCRATS 

Mr. Gibbons, "nay." 
Mr. Rostenkowski, "nay." 
Mr. Pickle, "nay." 
Mr. Rangel, "nay." 
Mr. Stark, "nay." 
Mr. Jacobs, "yea." 
Mr. Ford (TN), "nay." 
Mr. Matsui, "nay." 
Mrs. Kennelly, "nay." 
Mr. Coyne, "nay." 
Mr. Andrews (TX), "yea." 
Mr. Levin, "nay." 
Mr. Cardin, "nay." 
Mr. McDermott, "nay." 
Mr. Kleczka, "nay." 
Mr. Lewis (GA), "nay." 
Mr. Payne (VA), "yea." 
Mr. Neal (MASS), "nay." 
Mr. Hoagland, "nay." 
Mr. McNulty, "nay." 
Mr. Kopetski, "nay." 
Mr. Jefferson, "nay." 
Mr. Brewster, "yea." 
Mr. Reynolds, "nay" by proxy. 

REPUBLICANS 

Mr. Archer, "yea." 
Mr. Crane, "yea." 
Mr. Thomas (CA), "yea." 
Mr. Shaw, "yea." 
Mr. Sundquist, "yea" by proxy. 
Mrs. Johnson (CT), "yea." 
Mr. Bunning, "yea." 
Mr. Grandy, "yea." 
Mr. Houghton, "yea." 
Mr. Herger, ''yea.'' 
Mr. McCrery, "yea." 
Mr. Hancock, "yea." 
Mr. Santorum, "yea." 
Mr. Camp, "yea." 
The following recorded vote was taken on 

June 15, 1994 in the Committee on Ways and 
Means during consideration of Acting Chair
man Gibbons' substitute proposal for H.R. 
3600, The Health Security Act of 1994: 

An amendment by Mr. Thomas to strike 
Title II of the bill which provides employer 
and individual mandates to purchase health 
insurance. Employers would be required to 
offer health insurance to their employees but 
would not be required to pay any portion of 
the premiums. The amendment strikes the 
requirement that an employer must pay for 
a portion of employee health insurance pre
miums and eliminates additional employer 
obligations and penalties for failure to meet 
those obligations. The amendment also 
strikes the requirement that individuals 
must obtain health insurance coverage and 
pay any portion of the insurance premium 
that is not covered by their employers. De
feated 20-18. 

DEMOCRATS 

Mr. Gibbons, "nay." 
Mr. Rostenkowski, "nay." 
Mr. Pickle, "nay." 
Mr. Rangel, "nay." 
Mr. Stark, "nay." 
Mr. Jacobs, "yea." 
Mr. Ford (TN), "nay." 
Mr. Matsui, "nay." 
Mrs. Kennelly, "nay." 
Mr. Coyne, "nay." 
Mr. Andrews (TX), "yea." 

Mr. Levin, "nay." 
Mr. Cardin, "nay." 
Mr. McDermott, "nay." 
Mr. Kleczka, "nay." 
Mr. Lewis (GA), "nay." 
Mr. Payne (VA), "yea." 
Mr. Neal (MA), "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Hoagland, "nay." 
Mr. McNulty, "nay." 
Mr. Kopetski, "nay." 
Mr. Jefferson, "nay." 
Mr. Brewster, "yea." 
Mr. Reynolds, "nay" by proxy. 

REPUBLICANS 

Mr. Archer, "yea." 
Mr. Crane, "yea." 
Mr. Thomas (CA), "yea." 
Mr. Shaw, "yea." 
Mr. Sundquist, "yea." 
Mrs. Johnson (CT), "yea." 
Mr. Bunning, "yea." 
Mr. Grandy, "yea." 
Mr. Houghton, "yea." 
Mr. Herger, "yea." 
Mr. McCrery, "yea." 
Mr. Hancock, "yea." 
Mr. Santorum, "yea." 
Mr. Camp, "yea." 

D 2320 

WHY DOESN'T HAWAII HA VE TO 
PARTICIPATE IN HEALTH CARE 
REFORM? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

ROEMER). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. HOEKSTRA] is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, to
night I rise to ask a very simple ques
tion: Why does not Hawaii have to par
ticipate in health care reform? It has 
been an ongoing debate in our commit
tee, the Committee on Education and 
Labor, for the last number of months. 
Today we decided that Hawaii would 
not have to participate in health care 
reform. Today in the Committee on 
Education and Labor markup of H.R. 
3600, the health care reform bill, mem
bers voted to allow the State of Hawaii 
to be exempted from having to partici
pate in the plan. I find this an intrigu
ing idea, but I cannot understand why 
the committee stopped at just exempt
ing Hawaii. 

I know that people in my district be
lieve that they receive superior health 
care for a reasonable cost in western 
Michigan. Studies have shown that the 
average cost per hospital stay in west
ern Michigan is much lower than many 
of the models used by the administra
tion to develop its plan as outlined in 
H.R. 3600. In essence, I agree that dif
ferent areas of the country should be 
allowed to be exempted from this 
heal th care reform if those areas do not 
believe it will be beneficial to them. In 
fact, I believe that each State should 
be given the opportunity to opt into 
the plan but should not be required to 
do so. If it is good enough to let Hawaii 
opt out, why cannot other States and 
other Americans have the same option? 

It is for this reason that tomorrow I 
will propose an amendment to H.R. 3600 

in the Committee on Education and 
Labor to allow States to hold a referen
dum vote if they want to participate in 
the plan. If the voters in that State 
cast a majority of ballots in favor of 
joining in the plan, then they are in. If 
less than a majority of the voters 
choose to belong, then the State would 
not be in the plan and they could con
tinue the health care system that they 
currently have in place, and which ob
viously their voters believe is better 
than the proposal that is being devel
oped here in Washington. 

No State would be required to hold 
such a referendum; only those States 
that believe joining the plan is in their 
best interests would have to go to the 
voters to ask them if they can join. 

Over the past 2 years or so we have 
heard a lot of discussion over whether 
health care reform is a need and what 
form it should take. Soon we will have 
a plan that everyone can look at. But 
before we impose that plan on all of the 
American people except those that live 
in Hawaii, I think we should ask, "ls 
this the plan you are looking for? Will 
this plan fix the problems that you see 
in your health care system in your 
State, or would we be better off leaving 
the system in your State as it is?" 

Mr. Speaker, poll after poll tells us 
the American public does not trust 
Congress. They do not trust Congress 
to make good decisions, and they cer
tainly do not think Congress is going 
to produce a good heal th care reform 
bill. Well, I say let us let the American 
people tell us what they think of the 
work we are doing. We should not be 
afraid to put our product on the shelf 
to see if anybody will buy it. At least 
we should not be afraid if we are so 
proud of the product that we believe 
that we are going to produce, or are we 
afraid that more people from other 
States besides Hawaii are going to tell 
us that, "But no thanks, we will stick 
with what we have. We like the system. 
We would like to just keep what we 
have. It is working fine. We recognize 
there may be flaws in our system, but 
at least it is a better alternative than 
the proposal that is being cooked up in 
Washington." 

If we are going to allow one State to 
opt out of the plan, then every State 
should have that same opportunity. 
Actually, not every State, but every 
State's voters should have the oppor
tunity to decide whether they want to 
continue the plan that they have in 
place or whether they want to select 
the plan that we are developing here in 
Washington. 

So, tomorrow we will offer a very 
simple amendment to H.R. 3600. The 
amendment will simply state, "No 
State shall be considered to be a par
ticipating State for purposes of this act 
unless a majority of voters in the State 
by State referendum approve the State 
becoming a participating State." 

What a novel approach. This is not a 
mandate. As a matter of fact, we are 
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going to give voters in 49 other States 
the opportunity to make a decision 
that has already been made for them in 
Hawaii about whether they want to 
participate in this plan or not. 

REFORMING THE RULES OF THE 
HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Feb
ruary 11, 1994, and June 10, 1994, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO
MON] is recognized, until midnight, as 
the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the Speaker, 
and I deeply apologize to you and to 
the loyal staff that we have, and other 
Members, for keeping you all here until 
midnight. But I feel compelled to do so 
after the spectacle that we have seen 
on the floor for the last 12 hours, when 
there has been, in my opinion, a very 
flagrant abuse of the rules of the 
House. It will continue tomorrow when 
we take up yet another bill where we 
are going to see further flagrant abuses 
of the rules of this House. 

Mr. Speaker, our colleague from 
Washington [Mr. SWIFT], recently 
charged that the Joint Committee on 
the Reorganization of Congress, of 
which we were both members, never 
discussed or set any goals for its effort 
to reform Congress. I must respectfully 
disagree with him. I would hasten to 
add that the joint committee did not 
go far enough in addressing those 
goals. 

At this point, Mr. Speaker, let me 
yield to one of the very distinguished 
Members of this House. I am pleased to 
yield at this time to the hardworking 
and very valued member of the joint 
committee, who has also done yeoman 
work on the Committee on Agriculture 
and the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation, the gentleman 
from Cape Girardeau, MO [Mr. EMER
SON]. 

Mr. EMERSON. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding, and I commend 
him for the very valuable service that 
he is rendering in fostering this discus
sion here this evening. 

Mr. Speaker, I too regret that the 
hour is late, but I want to say that I 
think when we contemplate reforming 
this institution of Congress, somehow 
we have the feeling that it is such a 
monumental task that it cannot pos
sibly be undertaken. I want to say I 
think there are so many things that we 
could do that would simplify and make 
more meaningful to the American peo
ple what it is that we do here, more un
derstandable to them, that we should 
be about the business. 

I regret that our committee, having 
met all of last year, all of 1993, and last 
November having made its rec
ommendations to the House, I regret 
that the recommendations of the com
mittee have not yet been seriously con
sidered and presented to the House to 
be acted upon. 

I would hope that this may occur 
soon. We know that in our delibera
tions the gentleman from Indiana, 
Chairman HAMILTON, told us that he 
would try to see that the recommenda
tions were presented to the Congress 
with-he did not use the term-open 
rule, but it was a very generous rule. 
And I would hope that we may see 
some progress. 

There is a very strong bipartisan fer
vor for reforming this institution. I 
think if we can get the fundamental 
document out on the floor under a gen
erous rule, that the House could work 
its will and we could make some very 
substantial improvement. 

So, I commend the gentleman for his 
service here this evening in calling at
tention to the fact that our proposal 
has not yet been acted upon. 

I look forward to further discussions 
of this sort with the gentleman and 
thank him for yielding to me at this 
time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I certainly thank the 
gentleman for his cogent remarks. The 
gentleman has been a very valued 
member of this joint committee. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time let me say 
that when our colleague, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON], re
tired from the Congress and the vice 
chairmanship of the joint committee 
at the beginning of this Congress, our 
Republican leader made an excellent 
choice in picking our next speaker to 
fill that vacancy. Although she is a 
first-termer new to this whole process, 
she mastered the details of her new re
sponsibilities very, very quickly, while 
also serving as the ranking Republican 
in her very first year on the House Ad
ministration Subcommittee as well as 
the Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology, and the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation on 
which I served when I first came to this 
body 16 years ago. 

D 2330 
Mr. Speaker, I am please to yield to 

the gentlewoman from Bellevue, WA 
[Ms. DUNN]. 

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO
MON] for taking the initiative to co
ordinate this special order so we can 
let the American public really know 
what has been going on in the area of 
congressional reform. 

Mr. Speaker, I just would like to ob
serve that during the next few speakers 
it will become very clear that there are 
great bipartisan ideas that truly could 
improve the deliberative nature and 
the responsiveness of the Congress, but 
the bottom line, the message, must be 
that we must move forward with con
gressional reform. I would like to share 
some bipartisan ideas that I believe 
would serve to make the House more 

· accountable to the taxpayers we rep
resent. First of all, sunshine: 

In 1976, Mr. Speaker, the Congress 
passed what is know as the Govern-

ment in Sunshine Act. Passage of that 
act reflected the belief that there 
would be greater accountability if the 
public's access to information gathered 
by the Federal agencies were increased. 
This concept greatly paralleled similar 
laws that exist in all 50 States. In fact, 
in my State of Washington we were one 
of the very pioneers on this area about 
20 years ago. 

Well, as a result of the Congress' 
Government in Sunshine Act, citizens 
today enjoy greater access to Federal 
agencies. Sadly, however, the tax
payers have less access here in the 
House than they do in those Federal 
agencies. 

Taxpayers pay for this process, Mr. 
Speaker, and thus they should have 
every right to see the process in action. 
Cammi ttee meetings should never be 
closed to the tax-paying public unless 
there is a legitimate issue of national 
security or the potential defamation of 
somebody's character, and if taxpayers 
cannot personally be there in the meet
ings, then they have a right to be rep
resented at those hearings by the free 
press. 

Yet today a congressional committee 
may vote to close it doors, to kick the 
public out. Mr. Speaker, and to remove 
the free press with a simple majority 
vote of the Members present, and very 
rarely is it today for reasons as noble 
as national security. 

This is a fundamental reform that 
must be made to House Rules. If we are 
to be the "People's House" then the 
people have to know what we are 
doing. Yet, somewhat arrogantly in my 
view, our House Rules currently state 
that press coverage of our committee 
meetings around here is a privilege ex
tended by the House. 

Let me read from current Rules: 
"The coverage of committee hearings 
and meetings by television broadcast, 
radio broadcast, or still photography is 
a privilege made available by the 
House ... '' 

This is fundamentally wrong, Mr. 
Speaker. Let me offer an example: 

Last year the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI] and the Com
mittee on Ways and Means crafted leg
islative language that ended up being 
the largest tax increase in American 
history. Somebody thought that might 
be an embarrassing moment, so the 
press and the American public were es
corted out of the room. Despite opposi
tion from all the Republican members 
of that committee, the doors were 
closed. The taxes went up. And the 
American people were left in the dark. 

My strong belief is that Members of 
Congress will be more accountable if 
and when they realize that the press 
and the public are watching. Counter
arguments about decisions being best 
made in private are wrong. If our deci
sions cannot stand public scrutiny, 
something is very wrong with those de
cisions, Mr. Speaker. 
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So, the first and most fundamental 

thing I believe we can do to make this 
institution and its Members more ac
countable to the taxpayers we rep
resent is this: let the taxpayers watch. 
Let the sun shine in. 

This goal would be included in any 
reform package forwarded by Members 
on this side of the aisle. Indeed it is al
ready formal policy of the House Re
publican Conference. 

There are some other things that we 
can do to increase accountability of 
Members. They all revolve around this 
simple concept: let the people know 
what their elected Representatives are 
doing. I truly believe that is how basic 
the reforms must be if we are ever 
going to address the growing cynicism 
of taxpayers in our great country. 

So, let us make sure that voters are 
informed about votes cast in commit
tees and subcommittees and which 
Members actually showed up for this 
vital part of the legislative process. We 
should be able to make that informa
tion available to the public the very 
next day. And the press should have 
free and virtually immediate access to 
that information. 

We made a small step forward in this 
regard in the markup done by the Joint 
Committee. The House markup ap
proved an amendment of mine to re
quire that committee attendance and 
votes be published at least twice a year 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

That is a first step, but we can, and 
we should, go much farther to make 
Members accountable to the taxpayers. 
Let us let them know how we are vot
ing in committee. Let us let them 
know who is showing up to vote in 
committees, and who is not showing 
up, and whose votes are being cast 
through proxies. 

I think there's another step that can 
be taken to make us more accountable: 
let us try to establish a more under
standable schedule that allows Mem
bers to be home for predictable, regular 
and substantial periods of time. 

The Senate endeavors to work here 
for 3 weeks, then allow Members to re
turn to their States for a full week. 
That is one approach, Mr. Speaker, one 
that you, yourself, have taken a great 
leadership role in and have done a su
perb job in advocating. Regardless of 
the specifics though, we need more 
time at home listening to the real 
problems, the problems of our constitu
ents, problems that often are starkly 
different from the problems that we 
find ourselves enmeshed in here in 
Washington, DC. 

As a West Coast Member, I am often 
able to get back home to the Seattle 
area only for Saturday and Sunday be
fore I have to return here to the House 
for votes. I cannot meet with the 
Chambers of Commerce or the Rotary 
Clubs. I cannot visit schools or drop in 
on businesses and meet with their em
ployees. They simply are not around on 
weekends. 

Mr. Speaker, we would all be more 
accountable to the people who elect us 
if we spent more time at home with our 
constituents, listening to them and 
pledging to them to address the prob
lems they talked to us about. 

Once again I thank the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] for his 
leadership. There is much on congres
sional reform that we can do, and these 
basic notions, letting some sunshine in 
so the taxpayers can see what their 
Congress is doing and spending more 
time with the folks back home, these 
basic notions are two necessary compo
nents to the kind of congressional re
form the taxpayers thought they were 
voting for in 1992. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I cer
tainly thank the gentlewoman for, first 
of all, her input to this joint commit
tee. I know that this committee met 
almost daily for an entire year, and the 
gentlewoman from Washington [Ms. 
DUNN] certainly attended every one of 
those meetings and did yeoman work, 
and we really do appreciate that, Mr. 
Speaker. 

At this time I am pleased to yield to 
the most knowledgeable House Member 
from either party when it comes to 
House rules and procedures, our Repub
lican chief deputy whip and Republican 
chairman of the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology who also found 
time to serve with us on the joint com
mittee, the gentleman from East Pe
tersburg, PA, [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding and thank 
him for taking this special order and 
giving us a chance to talk briefly this 
evening about the House rules and 
about reforming some of those rules 
and making this a more productive 
body. My concern this evening is going 
to center on one particular rule that I 
think needs to be dramatically changed 
in order to make this body more wor
thy of public respect, and that is the 
practice of proxy voting in commit
tees. In my view the situation that we 
now have is entirely unacceptable. 

When men and women run for Con
gress, they certainly do not go to their 
district and suggest: 

"If you send me to Congress, I will go 
there and cast a vote, but I won't nec
essarily cast the vote myself. I, on oc
casion, will turn it over to someone 
else and allow them to cast the vote for 
me." 

When the American public under
stands that that goes on in the Con
gress, they become extremely dis
turbed, and they should. 

D 2340 
Yet, in committee after committee, 

that happens regularly, where Members 
of Congress, instead of being there vot
ing themselves, have their vote cast by 
what we call proxy. That is a practice 
has then caused this body not to prac
tice the right kind of legislative behav
ior. 

We have expanded committees and 
committee staffs largely because if no 
one is going to show up and all the 
votes are cast by proxy, you can do 
nearly anything, and you can do it on 
nearly any schedule. 

We would in fact be a more produc
tive body, we would do it in a more 
compact way, if everybody had to show 
up and actually be there present and 
voting. What we find in committees 
that do not allow proxy votes is the 
Members do come, and those commit
tees tend to work more efficiently and 
the product of their labors is often 
more in tune with the House than what 
we have typically had on committees 
that allow the problems I votes. 

Mr. DREIER. If the gentleman will 
yield, I would just like to comment on 
this issue of proxy voting. I appreciate 
the hard work that my friend from 
East Petersburg has done on this par
ticular issue. 

The issue of proxy voting I think hi ts 
near and dear to this issue of showing 
up for work, frankly. I think the aver
age American can relate to the fact 
when they get up in the morning they 
do in fact have to show up for work. 
This argument there are so many com
mittees and subcommittees is used as 
an excuse. But, quite frankly, it is used 
in a very arrogant manner, in most 
cases by the majority, to defeat amend
ments that are offered by Members of 
the minority. 

In fact, the entire minority caucus of 
a committee could be sitting in that 
committee offering thoughtful amend
ments, and the only majority Member, 
the only Democrat in the room, could 
conceivably be the chairman, who 
could defeat those amendments by sim
ply reaching in to his desk and bringing 
out the proxies of other Members, who 
do not even know how their votes are 
being cast. That kind of arrogance 
shows again the majority has hegem
ony, jeopardizing the rights of the 
Members sitting in the room. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman 
for pointing that out. It has happened 
to me on several occasions, where we 
have been in the room and often won 
the vote by the Members voting, often 
on a bipartisan basis. We win the vote 
by the people who sat and listened to 
the debate, only to have the proxies 
pulled out and have the vote go the 
other way as a result of the proxies. 
And I think the American people get 
cheated, and I think the legislative 
process gets cheated at that point, be
cause the fact is, that then that legis
lation comes to the floor, having been 
not a product of a working committee, 
but being a product of votes that were 
not even in the room when the action 
took place. 

Those kinds of issues then get raised 
on the House floor, and often cause a 
lot of controversy on the House floor, 
needlessly, because they might have 
been rejected or approved by the com
mittee, depending upon where you were 
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headed, if the committees simply stuck 
with what was actually going on and 
stuck with the votes of people who 
were there. Instead they come to the 
floor, we create a lot of controversy, 
and it is just bad practice. 

Ultimately the real issue here . is 
whether or not the American people 
don't get cheated by sending people to 
Congress, who then do not cast their 
own vote in one of the most important 
functions of Congress, the committee 
deliberations. 

Mr. SOLOMON. The gentleman 
brings up such a good point. There are 
two committees that don't allow proxy 
voting. I happen to have served as the 
ranking Republican on the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs for many, many 
years, and the Democrat chairman of 
that committee did not allow proxy 
voting. I commend him for it, the gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT
GOMERY]. We also do not allow it in the 
Committee on Rules. 

It is a Federal offense if you allow 
someone else to vote for you on the 
floor of this House. Yet you can just 
carte blanche give your vote without 
having exercised your constitutional 
authority to represent your 600,000 peo
ple or however many you represent. 
That is a shame, and it should not be 
allowed. Under our Congressional re
form program, we would do away with 
all proxy voting. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman raises 
an interesting point. Isn't it interest
ing in Veterans' Affairs, where they do 
not allow proxy votes, nearly every bill 
brought out of that committee is 
brought under the suspension calendar. 
The things are worked out where they 
are brought to the floor in such a non
controversial manner where they can 
be considered under the suspension cal
endar and moved expeditiously through 
the House. 

Where we run into problems is in 
those committees where people are not 
present and voting, have given their 
vote to someone else, and it creates all 
kinds of problems for the system. This 
is one where if you want to truly re
form the Congress, we have to end the 
practice of proxy voting. There is no 
way that you can call a reform r~al if 
we have not abolished proxy voting in 
the House of Representatives, and said 
to the American people that when you 
send a Member of Congress to this 
body, that their vote is going to be cast 
not only on the floor, but it is going to 
be cast in committee, by them person
ally being there to cast it. I thank the 
gentleman very much for yielding. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen
tleman for all his hard work as a Mem
ber of that joint committee. He has 
been invaluable. 

At this time let me yield, Mr. Speak
er, to our next speaker. We were very 
fortunate to have him as a Member of 
the joint committee, someone as bright 
and diligent as our next speaker. He 

also serves on the Committee on Agri
culture, the Committee on the Budget, 
and the Committee on Natural Re
sources. And I am pleased at this time 
to yield to the gentleman from 
Loveland, co [Mr. ALLARD]. 

Mr. ALLARD. Thank you very much. 
I would like to thank the gentleman 
from New York for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I came to this commit
tee and came to the Congress as some
body who had served in a state legisla
ture, a state legislature from a state 
that is very progressive. We had done a 
lot of reforms in our own legislative 
process so it was more accountable, 
and we did a lot of things to hold down 
costs. 

So I was absolutely delighted when I 
had an opportunity to serve on this 
Committee on the Organization of Con
gress, because I could begin to talk 
about those things that I did as a legis
lator in my own state, and how suc
cessful they were and how we should 
begin to apply them to the Congress, 
and particularly to the House of Rep
resen ta ti ves. 

I came to this body with the concept 
of a citizen legislator, that is, some
body who had to live under the very 
laws that they passed. In the Colorado 
State Senate I carried a piece of legis
lation that limited our session to 120 
days, because it felt like the members 
from that legislative body had to go 
back and spend some time at home, 
and not spend a whole year in session. 
Because of that experience at home, 
they would be better legislators. 

Today the issue I frequently hear 
from local communities, is we contin
ually are being flooded with mandates. 
I say look, you know, there is a fun
damental problem there about Con
gress being able to understand your 
problems. Your elected representative, 
your elected representative to the 
school board, your elected representa
tive to the county commissioners, or 
your elected representative to the city 
council, or even you state legislators, 
have to live under a set of laws where 
Congress has exempted itself from. 

This has created a fundamental prob
lem. It is a problem that just has not 
been recently recognized. It was recog
nized as far back as James Madison, 
who in so many words stated that if 
you have a legislative body that ex
empts itself from the same laws every
body else has to live under, you in ef
fect have created an elite body. 

So I saw some very fundamental 
changes that had to occur in a way 
that we did business here. And I have 
had an opportunity to talk about many 
of those and work with many of the 
Members that are here tonight that are 
talking about a lot of change that 
needs to occur in the Congress. 

It has been a pleasure to work with 
those Members, because they are very 
sincere in their efforts. They truly be
lieve that change has to occur in the 
House of Representatives, as I do. 

So I feel like I have aligned myself 
with a very distinguished group as far 
as the House of Representatives is con
cerned. 

I spent a good deal of time looking at 
how we could make the Congress, that 
is, the House and the Senate, more effi
cient in the way they did business. In 
the legislative body that I came from, 
we, for example, had a joint adminis
trative body that looked at the general 
business in that body, and said look, 
when we get to issues like printing, the 
Senate and House should not have sep
arate printing offices, that these ef
forts can be combined, and by combin
ing them you make the administrative 
process much more accountable and 
you also reduce the number of employ
ees that you have that manage your 
particular institution. 

So I have seen today a real need to do 
some consolidating between both the 
House and the Senate, to have this 
joint effort come together with some 
kind of committee that is going to 
make some decisions so that we see ad
ministrative policies that are carried 
on the same in both the House and the 
Senate. 

By the way, we would reduce the 
number of employees we have. We have 
tight budgets, and I think we should be 
prepared to deal with those right budg
ets. One way we can do it is by consoli
dating services. 

0 2350 
Areas that I saw and we actually in

cluded in the report that we got from 
the organization of the committee 
were, we were going to set up a com
mittee. We set up a committee to look 
seriously at these areas. I would have 
wished that the committee itself would 
have taken even more direct action on 
these areas, but I will accept the fact 
that perhaps they need studying be
cause they are very complicated. But 
there are certain areas where I think 
we could so some consolidation. 

One of them, as I alluded to earlier, 
was printing. I think we can look to re
cording issues, where we have a record
ing studio on one side and a recording 
studio on the other. No reason why we 
cannot combine some of those facili
ties. Photography and guide services 
and folding and packaging services, the 
Chaplain's and the flag office and the 
parking permits and security and the 
Congressional Budget Office and dis
bursements and receipts and the Archi
tect of the Capitol, maintenance and 
grounds and the buildings, the library 
and drafting services, research and 
computer services are all areas that we 
need to look at so that we can begin to 
consolidate services and set up a proc
ess where you have clear administra
tive decisions being made so the person 
in charge has to be accountable and so 
he can hold those agencies underneath 
him accountable. 

The way the system works today, we 
do not have that accountability. It is 
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something that I saw happening in the 
Colorado State Legislature. It is some
thing that I know happens in many leg
islatures all over the United States. I 
think there is a lesson to be learned, 
but the Congress needs to take the 
time to find out what other legislators 
are doing and helping to manage their 
body in the various state legislative 
bodies and bring those concepts in 
here. And it is my hope that perhaps 
maybe that study will begin to accom
plish some of those things and bring 
some common sense, bring some real 
management decisions that can make a 
difference in the way that we do busi
ness. 

I was joked at occasionally from 
some of my constituents, you know, 
Congressman, we see a lot of problems 
with the House. And here you are, you 
have set up another committee within 
the House of Representatives and the 
Senate to try and address some of 
these problems. All we need is another 
committee. 

I said, look, I really believe that this 
committee is made up of some Mem
bers who sincerely want to have change 
as I do. I think that it is a good place 
to start, and I think that if we get 
something out of there that the leader
ship will treat that recommendation 
seriously. I have to report back in a 
somewhat embarrassed situation, back 
to my constituents and say what I see 
happening. The report that came out of 
that committee is virtually being ig
nored by the leadership in the House 
and the Senate. We are not getting our 
recommendations, some of which I se
riously brought up here today, talked 
about. And we need to bring these is
sues to the floor, and we need to have 
some serious debate on the House floor 
by the Members that were elected by . 
their constituents and get them 
brought before the American public. 

I think that we will find that many 
Members of this House will vote for a 
lot of the changes that we talked about 
in that committee. I am very dis
appointed that it has become bogged 
down and has not been brought forward 
as I would have hoped that it would 
have been. We took a lot of time. We 
had more than 36 days of testimony on 
the committee itself to organize Con
gress. And this made up hours and 
hours of testimony. I am not sure that 
in recent history there has ever been a 
committee that took as much time as 
we did on that committee to talk about 
the problems facing Congress. 

I would just like to thank the gen
tleman from New York for his leader
ship. I think there is a lot that needs to 
be done and can be done by this body. 
All we need to do is open the gates, and 
I think that the American people will 
respond. I think the Members of this 
House will respond. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I cer
tainly thank the gentleman for his 
very. very telling remarks. 

Mr. Speaker, our colleague from 
Washington [Mr. SWIFT]. recently 
charged that the Joint Committee on 
the Organization of Congress, of which 
we were both members, never discussed 
or set any goals for its efforts to re
form Congress. 

I must respectfully disagree with 
him, though I would hasten to add that 
the joint committee did not go far 
enough in addressing those goals. 

Our goals were actually set out for us 
in House Concurrent Resolution 192 
which established the joint committee 
back in 1992. 

We were mandated by that resolution 
"to recommend improvements in the 
organization and operation of the Con
gress with a view to strengthening the 
effectiveness of the Congress, simplify
ing its operations, improving its rela
tionships with and oversight of other 
branches of the U.S. Government, and 
improving the orderly consideration of 
legislation." 

In short, the joint committee was 
charged with making recommendations 
to simplify and improve our existing 
structures and procedures so that we 
can do a more effective job of legislat
ing and overseeing the executive 
branch. 

Implicit in this stated goal is the as
sumption that the Congress is not now 
properly organized or operated to effec
tively carry out our constitutional re
sponsibilities to make the laws and 
monitor their implementation. If this 
were not the case, we would not have 
gone to all the trouble to create a joint 
committee to make recommended im
provements. 

Indeed, the validity of that assump
tion was confirmed by the Members 
and public witnesses appearing before 
the joint committee during the course 
of its 6 months of hearings. It was also 
evident in the results of a survey of 
Members conducted for the joint com
mittee. 

In response to the question, Are 
major procedural or organizational im
provements needed in the way Congress 
conducts its legislative business? 91.2 
percent of the House respondents said 
yes. That includes 77.7 percent of the 
Democratic respondents and 96.4 per
cent of the Republican respondents. 

Mr. Speaker, we don't get such over
whelming, bipartisan agreement on 
much else around here; but, when it 
comes to the need to reform this insti
tution, there is presumably near unani
mous support for major improvements 
in the way we conduct our legislative 
business. 

So there's our goal, I would say to 
Mr. SWIFT: Improve the way we con
duct our legislative business! 

It's in our authorizing resolution; it's 
in our hearing record; it's in the Mem
ber survey results; and it's in our final 
report. 

The final report, after repeating the 
authorizing resolution's mandate that 

we recommend improvements to 
strengthen the effectiveness of Con
gress simplify its operations, and im
prove its oversight and the orderly con
sideration of legislation, then goes on 
to say, and I quote: "In short, the joint 
committee was formed to address how 
to make Congress more effective, ac
countable, and credible." 

Mr. Speaker, Mr. SWIFT argues that 
many of the goals cited by reformers 
are directly contradictory. He would 
argue that you cannot be more demo
cratic, more representative, more re
sponsive, more accountable and more 
deliberative, on the one hand, and more 
efficient, decisive, orderly, and produc
tive on the other. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, it must be con
ceded that democracy is inherently in
efficient and even messy at times, and 
that the single-minded pursuit of effi
ciency and order can only diminish our 
democratic character. But, as far as I 
know, no true reformers are urging us 
to commit democracide for the sake of 
making the trains run on time. 

But, I would argue that true reform
ers can have it both ways-that they 
can make this institution more effi
cient while also making it more open, 
accountable, responsive and delibera
tive. These goals are not contradictory 
or mutually exclusive. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the greatest inef
ficiencies of this institution is the du
plication of effort that goes on in our 
22 standing committees and scores of 
subcommittees-all because of some
thing called multiple referrals. That 
was an innovation of the 1974 Bolling 
reforms. Before that, any bill could be 
referred to only one committee. 

But, the part of the Bolling commit
tee reform package that was not en
acted, was the realignment of commit
tee jurisdictions along more rational 
and functional lines. So what we ended 
up with was pretty much the same tan
gle of jurisdictional responsibilities as 
before, combined for the first time with 
the possibility that bills could be re
ferred to two or more committees at a 
time, or in sequence. 

And the multiple referral authority, 
which was mandated on the Speaker, 
encouraged committees to fight to 
broaden their jurisdictions even fur
ther into the territories of other com
mittees. 

So what we have ended-up with is a 
double inefficiency: two or more com
mittees holding hearings and markups 
on the same bills, and also expending 
time and resources in constant juris
dictional turf battles to preserve, pro
tect and expand their own legislative 
authority. 

What we have proposed in the alter
native on the Republican side is that: 

First, we reduce the number of com
mittees and subcommittees; 

Second, realign and consolidate juris
dictions where possible; 

Third, eliminate joint bill referrals, 
require the designation of a principal 
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committee for each bill, and keep se
quential referrals as discretionary with 
the Speaker, subject to time limits for 
reporting; and 

Fourth, place strict limits on the 
number of committee and subcommit
tee assignments a :M:ember may serve 
on. 

All these reforms are designed to 
make our legislative process more effi
cient by eliminating duplication of ef
fort and maximizing the amount of 
time and effort a :M:ember may devote 
to each assignment. 

:M:oreover, by pinpointing responsibil
ity for each bill in a single, primary or 
principal committee, we will restore 
the kind of accountability which has 
been lacking since the institution of 
multiple referrals back in 1974. 

At the same time, the implementa
tion of these reforms should help to 
make the process more representative 
and deliberative. With :M:embers having 
fewer committee and subcommittee as
signments, there should be greater 
:M:ember participation in hearings and 
bill markups, meaning that the legisla
tive products of these subcommittees 
and committees will receive fuller and 
more representative participation, de
liberation and results. 

In short, in the case of these reforms, 
efficiency and deliberative democracy 
are not contradictory-they are mutu
ally complementary. 

And :M:r. Speaker, with fewer commit
tees, subcommittees and :M:ember as
signments, it should also be feasible to 
eliminate the practice of proxy voting. 

Now :M:r. Speaker, some Democrats 
argue that proxy voting is more effi
cient since it does not require the pres
ence of :M:embers for their votes to be 
recorded on amendments and reporting 
bills. But it is clearly an efficiency 
that runs directly contrary to delibera
tive and participatory democracy, and 
certainly contradictory to a :M:embers 
constitutional obligation to respon
sibly represent his or her constituents. 

Because by giving away a proxy vote, 
:M:embers do not know what specific 
amendments will be offered, or hear 
the arguments for or against them, 
when they entrust their proxy to an
other :M:ember and the resulting deci
sions will not necessarily reflect the 
true sentiments of a committee major
ity, and the constituents they rep
resent. 

By the same token, one-third com
mittee quorums for amending bills and 
a new rule allowing so-called rolling 
quorums for reporting them, whereby 
:M:embers can drop by and vote after 
the deliberative process is completed, 
are absolutely contrary · to majority 
rule and deliberative decision making. 

:M:r. Speaker, the principle for com
mittee action enunciated by Jefferson 
in his :M:anual should apply with the 
same force today as it did in his time, 
and that is that a majority of the com
mittee constitutes a quorum for busi-

ness, they can only act when together, 
and not by separate consultation and 
consent-absolutely nothing being in 
the report of the committee but what 
has been agreed to in committee actu
ally assembled. 

:M:r. Speaker, and :M:embers, when one 
looks at the way we handle major leg
islation on the House floor, we are 
again confronted with a system that 
increasingly embraces undemocratic 
procedures in the name of efficiency at 
the expense of deliberative and rep
resentative government. 

In this Congress, 80 percent of the 
bills brought through the Rules Com
mittee have been considered on this 
floor under a process that restricts the 
full and free right of :M:embers to offer 
amendments. 

The survey of House :M:embers taken 
for the joint committee reveals that 
this is not merely a complaint or con
cern of the minority party. It is a very 
legitimate concern. When House :M:em
bers were asked whether they agree or 
disagree that there have been too many 
limitations on debates and amend
ments on the House floor this year, 68 
percent of the respondents agreed, in
cluding 41 percent of the Democrats 
and 98 percent of the Republicans. 

It is ironic, but sadly true, that the 
inefficiencies of our current committee 
system are being compensated for, by 
an overly efficient House floor system 
that reduces, rather than improves, our 
chances of improving upon the legisla
tive products of those committees. Is it 
any wonder the people have less re
spect for the laws we enact, when they 
see how undemocratically we conduct 
our business around here. 

We have squeezed out representative 
and deliberative democracy at both 
ends of the process through a combina
tion of inefficiency and efficiency. 
Both the committee process and the 
House floor process have increasingly 
denied us the opportunity to be rep
resen ta ti ve and responsive legislators. 

In conclusion, :M:r. Speaker, I must 
respectfully disagree with my col
league from Washington [:M:r. SWIFT] on 
both of his charges that the joint com
mittee never had any agreed upon 
goals, and that the goals of reformers 
are contradictory. 

The recommendations of the joint 
committee, while not going far enough, 
reflect the consensus, not only of the 
joint committee members, but of other 
House :M:embers who testified and re
sponded to the :M:ember survey. 

And that consensus is that the exist
ing legislative structure and process 
are not sufficiently rational, respon-· 
sive, representative or deliberative. 
:M:embers are being asked to do more 
than they can responsibly and con
-scientiously manage at the committee 
level, and then are being prevented 
from doing what they were elected to 
do, when a bill reaches the House floor. 

There are reforms that can be insti
tuted that are both internally consist-

ent and which promote the fulfillment 
of those goals. We can again make the 
committee system a more efficient and 
participatory policy process. 

And, if committees once again 
produce legislation that is more rep
resentative and responsive to problems 
and our constituents, we have less to 
fear about an open amendment process 
on the House floor. 

:M:r. Speaker, as with any genuine and 
bold reform effort, the major obstacle 
to its success is the resistance of some 
powerful :M:embers who are wedded to 
the status quo out of personal power 
considerations, in clear defiance of 
what is in the best interests of improv
ing the organization and operation of 
the institution as a whole. 

In the meantime, public respect, con
fidence and job approval ratings of the 
Congress continue to decline to dan
gerously low levels. The question con
fronting us is whether we will have the 
courage and foresight to reform our
selves now, in a rational way, before 
this tidal wave of sentiment engulfs us 
and imposes on us more extreme and 
irrational changes? 

We must act now to bring the rec
ommendations of the joint committee 
on congressional reform to the House 
floor as a single bill, and consider them 
under an open amendment process that 
will enable us to further strengthen 
them, and make the changes that are 
necessary in our organization and oper
ations. Time is running out. 

:M:r. Speaker, at this time I want to 
yield to a very, very important person 
in the reform of this Congress. When 
our colleague, again from Ohio [:M:r. 
GRADISON], retired from the Congress 
and the vice chairmanship of this joint 
committee at the beginning of this 
Congress, our Republican leader made 
another outstanding choice in picking 
our next Speaker to become vice chair
man of the joint committee. 

:M:r. Speaker, I am referring to and 
yield to the very distinguished and 
hard-working vice chairman of the 
Joint Committee on the Organization 
of Congress and my colleague on the 
Rules Committee, the gentleman from 
La Verne, CA [:M:r. DREIER]. 

:M:r. DREIER. :M:r. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for yielding. 

I include for the RECORD a statement 
from our distinguished Republican 
leader, :M:r. :M:ICHEL. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank my col
leagues, especially JERRY SOLOMON and 
DAVID DREIER, for taking this important special 
order. 

Why reform Congress? To most people in 
the country, that is like asking the question: 
Why breathe? It simply must be done if we 
want to survive. 

My comments today are directed not at the 
reform process for this year. The Democratic 
leadership has already demonstrated that real 
reform, for all intents and purposes, is dead in 
this Congress. No, my comments go to my 
Republican colleagues, once they take control 
of this institution. 
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In 1780, Abigail Adams wrote to her young 

son about the nature of virtue: "It is not in the 
still calm of life or in the repose of a pacific sit
uation, that great challenges are formed * • • 
Great necessities call out great virtues * * *" 

As I nf;}ar the end of 38 years of public serv
ice in the House of Representatives, I believe 
the words of Abigail Adams to her young son 
(who in later years would be elected to the 
House after his presidency) must be heeded 
by Congress today. The institution is in a time 
of "great necessities," its credibility torn to 
shreds by repeated scandals, its ability to do 
the people's work in serious doubt after forty 
years of total control by one party, its image 
tarnished by the Democrats' refusal to reform. 
Only the heroic exercise of great legislative 
virtues-fairness, accountability, thrift honesty, 
efficiency, humility and courage-can save the 
reputation of the House. 

The end of the 103d Congress will mark the 
beginning of a new stage in my life (a more 
upbeat way of saying "I'm retiring."), so I will 
not be a Member of Congress on the inevi
table-and, in my view fast-approaching-day 
when a House Republican is once again hon
ored with the proud title of "Mr. Speaker." But 
nearly four decades of service have taught me 
some lessons. Perhaps the following ideas on 
House reform can be of help as our great 
party prepares itself for the responsibilities of 
leadership in every committee, subcommittee, 
and legislative aspect of the people's House. 
Let me explain how each great virtue can 
manifest itself in specific reforms for the 
House: 

Fairness: Fairness means different things to 
different people. In Congress, · it should 
mean-at a minimum-an equal ability to rep
resent your constituents. This is a basic right, 
not a privilege granted or denied by a whim of 
the majority, and the refusal to recognize that 
right is a direct attack on the very idea of rep
resentative government. By taking away a 
Member's right to amend legislation and to 
make the case for that amendment, the major
ity in effect takes away the right of Members 
to represent their constituents. Since each dis
trict has equal importance in the eyes of the 
law, each Member theoretically should have 
equal opportunity to craft legislation according 
to his or her principles and judgment. By this 
I do not mean you always get the legislative 
result you desire, but you get the opportunity 
to let all of your colleagues see what you have 
to off er and vote on it. Whether it concerns of
fering amendments, equal access to staff and 
resources, or an equal ability to gather nec
essary documents, a little fairness goes a long 
way in improving comity, cooperation and 
courtesy and would help the House improve 
its legislative product and its reputation in the 
eyes of the public. 

Unfortunately, the House has become in
creasingly unfair over the last decade in sev
eral respects. For instance, the Rules Commit
tee-controlled by Democrats-has clamped 
down on the granting of open rules, making it 
more and more difficult for Members to offer 
amendments to legislation. In fact, the open 
rule, once a fairly common aspect of legisla
tive life, has become one of the most endan
gered species in the political landscape, a kind 
of spotted owl of parliamentary procedure. To 
restore fairness, the House should make it 

more difficult for the Rules Committee to issue 
closed rules that strictly limit the number of 
amendments to be offered by the minority 
party. I would also guarantee the right of the 
minority party to offer a last chance to recom
mit a bill with instructions. 

Of course, there is also a problem with the 
unfair division of resources. Some committee 
chairmen over the years have come to believe 
the committees they head are quite literally 
their committees, personal fiefdoms over 
which they wield absolute power, while every
one else is treated as an underling. With the 
arrogance of a titled lord of the manor, these 
committee chieftains refuse to give the minor
ity adequate staff resources, while hiring more 
than enough staff for their own uses. While I 
believe that the taxpayers would be better 
served by a large reduction in overall staff 
(see below, under "Thrift"), the minority can
not be further penalized by denying them the 
staff they need to begin to overcome the ad
vantages of majority power. 

Accountability: The dictum that power tends 
to corrupt is overused, but also instructive 
when it comes to the Congress. It is only to 
be expected that forty consecutive years in 
total power have aggrandized some of the 
less attractive aspects of political life and 
sometimes clouded the ethical prudential judg
ment of those who have wielded such power. 
One party is not more virtuous than the other, 
but common sense tells us that forty years of 
uninterrupted power has a corrosive effect on 
the ability to perceive accurately one's short
comings and scrutinize one's motives. 

Fiscal, political and ethical accountability are 
now desperately needed because the House 
is in a period of decline in public popularity un
paralleled in my years as a member. One way 
to impose accountability is to overhaul our 
campaign finance laws. There is a huge imbal
ance in favor of incumbents over challengers 
in House elections. I support three critical re
forms of our campaign finance system: 

First, we should require that most of the 
money raised in campaigns come from the 
constituents of the districts. The people being 
represented in the district-not the elite from 
New York or Hollywood-should have the 
greatest say in who is elected. 

Second, I would ban PACs. PACs were ini
tially created as a reform in the 1970's, but it 
is time for us to admit that they have not only 
failed to reform the system, but have created 
new problems. PACs can give undue influence 
to special interest groups to control the legisla
tive agenda-or at the very least they give the 
perception of doing so. Let's get rid of them, 
as quickly as possible. 

Third, we need to ban the use of soft money 
in elections. Soft money gives campaigns re
sources, such as phone banks, without the 
risk of disclosure. By using such resources, 
powerful special interests have a profound im
pact on elections without the voters ever 
knowing about their role. We should ban these 
kinds of contributions, or at least require their 
full disclosure. 

Of course, accountability is not only a prob
lem with the Congress. It is also a problem 
with the executive branch. When the adminis
tration is of one party and the Congress is of 
another, executive branch accountability be
comes much easier. In fact, during the 

Reagan and Bush years, the Democrats in the 
Congress were zealous in making the Admin
istration accountable. It seemed at times that 
not a week went by without the Democratic pit 
bulls of oversight snarling and yapping at one 
Republican appointee or another. 

But like the dog that didn't bark in the Sher
lock Holmes' story, the Democrat guard dogs 
have been strangely silent during the Clinton 
administration despite a number of scandals, 
near-scandals, and abuses by Clinton ap
pointees. Of course, it is more difficult to fully 
conduct oversight on members of your own 
party, to put it in the mildest possible terms. 
That is why I have urged that we put control 
of the Government Operations Committee into 
the hands of the minority when the majority in 
the Congress and the executive branch are of 
the same party. This simple change will give 
the minority party the resources and power to 
investigate wrongdoing while giving the Gov
ernment greater credibility in pursuit of ac
countability. Again, I favor such a reform even 
when we gain majority status. 

Thrift: If the Congress wants to regain the 
goodwill of the taxpayers, it must exhibit thrift, 
that most exemplary of the virtues of govern
ance. I am reminded of the example of that 
great and recently deceased Congressman, 
Bill Natcher. Bill, to his last days in the House, 
exemplified the best qualities of thrift. He real
ized that his personal example mattered. He 
kept his office staff small, he rarely spent half 
of his office allowance, and his campaigns 
were inexpensive and simple. He knew the 
value of the taxpayers' dollar. 

That is why I have long supported measures 
that cut spending in the legislative branch, and 
other measures that allow for deficit reduction 
in appropriation bills and entitlement spending. 
For instance, I proposed that Republicans, if 
they controlled the 103d Congress, would cut 
committee staffs in half. 

I also support other efforts to cut waste in 
spending. We should give the President line 
item veto authority. We need to pass the bal
anced budget amendment to the Constitution. 
And we need to make it easier in the House 
rules to move money in appropriations bills 
from pork barrel projects to deficit reduction. In 
short, the rules of the House are currently 
stacked against efforts to cut spending. We 
need to change those rules to make it easier 
to cut spending and harder to spend more. 

Honesty: Perhaps the biggest complaint that 
the voters have with their elected officials in 
Washington concerns the basic virtue of hon
esty. Official Washington is simply not honest 
enough with the American people. Whether it 
is sugar coating the truth or generating artifi
cial "crises" to push political agendas, we 
have created the perception-and, more often 
than we care to admit, the reality-of being 
participants in an endless game of rhetorical 
sleight-of-hand and media manipulation. There 
are certain things that can be done to restore 
a sense of truth to our process, and since we 
deal so often with numbers, reform should 
begin with how Congress creates its budget 
baseline numbers. 

Baseline budgeting allows the Congress to 
fudge the numbers by including the expected 
rise in spending as part of the calculations. 
That means when the President or the Con
gress say they are cutting spending, they 
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mostly are really just slowing the growth of OSHA is but one example. If the Congress 
spending. I believe we should go back to the were forced to comply with the myriad of safe
old method of zero-based budgeting, so that ty rules and regulations they pass on to small 
every year we reexamine the assumptions businesses, the legislative branch would close 
made in the first funding resolution. down. In fact, that is one reason why the Con-

Another budget reform also involved deficit gress gave itself an exemption from OSHA 
reduction. Most cutting amendments to appro- regulations. But the question we should ask 
priations bills do not actually cut the deficit. In- ourselves before we pass these burdensome 
stead, they are reprogrammed for spending on . mandates is this: If we can't handle these 
other projects. For example, when Members laws, how can we expect the private sector to 
voted to kill the Superconducting handle them? 
Supercollider, the money saved did not go to This double standard understandably out
deficit reduction as all the supporters of the rages the American public. If, in constitutional 
amendment promised but instead to other pro- theory, no one is above the law, how can the 
grams like public housing within that appro- Congress work out a private exemption for it
priation bill. If we are going to be honest with self? The feeble response, based on the con
the American people, we should make certain stitutional checks and balances argument, 
that a deficit reduction amendment actually re- frankly doesn't mean much to taxpayers who 
duced the deficit. have to obey laws from which their elected 

Efficiency: When hearings for the creation of representatives exempt themselves. That is 
the Joint Committee on the Organization of why I strongly support a requirement that all 
the Congress initially were held, the majority laws the Congress passes, the Congress must 
leader and the Speaker stressed the need for obey. 
great efficiency while I stressed the need for There's another way to assert some humility 
greater fairness. After watching the committee in the House: impose term limits on committee 
system's handling of the health care issue, I chairmen and ranking members. I originally 
am beginning to come around to the efficiency proposed this change in the rules of the 
argument. House as a way to break up much of the insti-

We have seen three committees in the tutional gridlock that haunted the House during 
House and two committees in the Senate de- the Bush administration. Arrogance comes 
velop different and often contradictory health from power, and power comes from an 
care reform plans, and at this moment, it is unyielding, and seemingly eternal, grip on the 
still doubtful that those differences will ever be levers of the committees. By loosening that 
worked out. These jurisdictional battles and re- grip and giving Members a time limit to serve 
dundant efforts are an inefficient use of the as head of a committee, we may be able to 
Congress' time and the taxpayers' money. We do two things. First, give other important re
need a complete restructuring of the commit- forms such as a full committee restructuring a 
tee system to make these battles less com- chance to survive. And two, give these chairs 
man. The House should also examine a a taste of humility. 
mechanism to create temporary committees Courage: None of the virtues listed above 
for issues that are too big for one committee are possible without courage. And courage 
to handle. comes in many forms. There is the courage to 

Efficiency can also be achieved by the ere- face down a committee chairman in the face 
ation of a more orderly and "family friendly" of threats and intimidation, the courage to tell 
schedule. We in the House spend so much of the voters they are wrong when you believe 
our time in the early months doing too little, they are wrong, and to stand up to threats 
while spending so little of our time in the later from powerful colleagues when you think you 
months doing too much. We need to regular- are right. There must be the courage to listen 
ize our schedule to make a more efficient use to all sides of a debate and admit when you 
of our time. are wrong, to be accountable to the taxpayers, 

Another important way to create more effi- and to deal with budget challenges honestly, 
ciency in the House is to eliminate the patron- and if we are to achieve true reform, there 
age system. Forty years of single party control must be the courage to give up some power 
of this institution has eroded many checks and for the better operation of the House. None of 
balances, but perhaps the most blatant abuse the other virtues is possible unless Members 
is the system of patronage. We tried in the are informed and inspired by the courage that 
102d Congress to change it all by creating the comes only with the belief that a Member of 
office of Director of Non-Legislative Affairs to the House is here to serve the people-not his 
handle many of the operations of the House. party or his committee chairman or some spe
Unfortunately, our first director resigned in dis- cial interest or the various and assorted pun
gust because the majority would not allow him dits, prophets, and polemicists of the media. 
the necessary powers to complete his mission. "And your Children shall wander in the wil
We need reform that will eliminate the crony- derness for forty years." Scripture describes a 
ism and the lack of pmfessionalism which hurt situation very familiar to House Republicans. 
the House in so many ways. For 40 years, we have been wandering in the 

Humility: The most common criticism of the political wilderness as the minority party in the 
Members of the U.S. Congress comes from U.S. House of Representatives, 
voters who are struck by the arrogance of I have been here for 38 of those long years. 
power, powerfully exemplified by the debate Elections have come and gone, but for almost 
over congressional coverage under laws we half a century, no Republican has chaired a 
impose on all other Americans. committee, or wielded the gavel on the House 

As the House and Senate work on legisla- · floor. 
tion that affects small businesses and private But as I look to the future, I can see the 
citizens, they often see fit to exempt the Con- promised land of a Republican majority. I will 
gress from those laws. Compliance with not be the Republican who finally regains the 

Speaker's chair, but I am glad to know the 
principles we have all fought for during the 
years in the wilderness will soon triumph in 
the House and in the Nation. 

For all the faults of its individual Members, 
for all the real grievances that have accumu
lated during forty years of one-power control, 
the United States House of Representatives 
remains the greatest representative legislative 
body in the world. Our system is emulated and 
admired in many nations and for good reason. 
Admittedly, we have hit some rough spots 
over the last several years, and I must con
fess that there have been days when in the 
face of some new scandal it was not easy 
going to work each morning. It is clear we live 
in a time when those great necessities of con
gressional reform must be addressed directly, 
forcefully and quickly. 

One final word to my Republican friends 
and colleagues in the House: I know that after 
38 years of minority status, it would be all too 
human to want to wreak revenge on the 
Democrats when we become the majority and 
do unto them as they have been doing unto 
us for so long. The temptation is great and un
derstandable, but in my view it is precisely be
cause we Republicans know from bitter expe
rience the arrogance of unchecked power, the 
abuse of the system, and the unfairness of 
rules that stifle open debate, that we should 
as a majority do all we can to make the proc
ess work fairly. We are going to be judged by 
the people not on how often we can stick it to 
those who have stuck it to us, but on how 
close we come to running the House in the 
best interests of the Nation. To paraphrase an 
old saying, governing well is the best revenge. 

Reform of the House is coming. As my Re
publican colleagues take over the Congress, I 
hope they remember those who, during the 
years in the wilderness, tried our best to make 
this great House work for the people. And I 
hope they keep in mind these seven virtues of 
reform on that great day in January, when a 
Democrat stands near the Speaker's chair on 
the House floor, hands the gavel to a Repub
lican and says, "Congratulations, Mr. Speak
er!" 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
just a very few minutes. I wanted to 
talk specifically about the issue of 
committee reform. 

I would like to thank my colleagues, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON] and the gentleman from Col
orado [Mr. ALLARD], both of whom are 
still here in the Chamber; our col
leagues, the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. EMERSON] and the gentlewoman 
from Washington [Ms. DUNN] and the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER], all of whom worked very 
closely with me as we tried in a bipar
tisan way to deal with issue of reform 
of the institution. 

This committee came about because 
of the many crises that this institution 
faced: the House Bank, the Post Office, 
the restaurant, and a wide range of 
other concerns, many of which still re
main today in the eyes of the American 
people. 

On the issue of committee reform, 
Mr. Speaker, if you look at the early 
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history of this country, virtually every 
decade, when the census was taken, the 
Congress brought about a change in the 
structure of the committee system in 
the Congress. Clearly, the committee 
system is, I believe, the most impor
tant aspect. In fact, our friend, Norm 
Ornstein, at the American Enterprise 
Interstate, said, in one of the many op
portunities he had to testify before our 
joint committee and then again before 
the Rules Committee, he said that the 
committee system is the linchpin in 
the deliberative process. That clearly 
is the case. 

We have 266 committees and sub
committees here in the Congress. The 
unfortunate thing is that we have ob
served really the development of 
fiefdoms, if you will, and it seems to 
me that we have a responsibility to try 
and reduce that so that one of the is
sues that was mentioned earlier by our 
friend from Pennsylvania, Mr. WALKER, 
that issue being proxy voting, can in 
fact be addressed. 

If we can reduce the number of com
mittees and subcommittees, Members 
will in fact be able to show up to do 
their committee work. If you look at 
the jurisdictional overlap that exists 
today, there are 52 committees and 
subcommittees that have responsibil
ity over programs for children and fam
ilies. The Environmental Protection 
Agency answers to 90 committees and 
subcommittees. There are 107 commit
tees and subcommittees that claim 
some oversight role over the Pentagon, 
and there are more than 40 subcommit
tees and committees that have juris
diction over surface transportation. 

If you look at that kind of jurisdic
tional overlap, it creates gridlock here 
in the Congress and at the same time it 
says to members in the executive 
branch, Cabinet Secretaries, Undersec
retaries, they have to often come be
fore the Congress and provide virtually 
identical testimony time after time 
after time, often to the same Members 
who sit on several different panels, 
jeopardizing their ability to effectively 
do their job at the executive branch. 

Recognizing that an important part 
of that is reporting here, but the kind 
of duplication that we see through the 
present committee structure is unfor
tunately, I believe, a very bad thing. 
So it seems to me that what we should 
do, as we look at this question, is we 
should have an opportunity to bring 
about meaningful reform of the com
mittee structure as we know it. 

Last fall, just before we adjourned at 
Thanksgiving, we had the markup of 
this committee. I offered the one plan 
calling for major committee reform. 
We now have 22 standing committees 
here. My plan called for reducing that 
to 16 standing committees. Unfortu
nately, the plan I offered was defeated 
on a 6--6 tie vote. 

One of the things about this commit
tee, it is the first time in nearly half a 

century that a joint House/Senate com
mittee, made up of an equal number of 
Republicans and an equal number of 
Democrats, has been put into place. 
One of'the great things was it's biparti
sanship. 

D 2359 
Yet, not a single Democrat joined in 

support of the.' package that I offered, 
making an attempt to bring about 
some kincli of 9hange in the committee 
structure. 

Mr. Speakei', I believe that virtually 
everyone recognizes the very impor
tant need to deal with this kind of re
form, and I hope very much that as we 
move ahead with this bill, and it is now 
pending before the Committee on Rules 
and pending before the Committee on 
House Administration, I hope that we 
will be able to get what my counter
part, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
HAMILTON], descr,ibed as a generous 
rule that will allow for deliberation 
over this issue of committee structure 
reform. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is that impor
tant, and I think that it is something 
that we must get to if we are going to 
bring about any kind of meaningful re
form of this institution. 

Mr. Speaker, I see that we are about 
to embark on the bewitching hour of 
midnight. The Speaker has the gavel in 
his hand. I suspect that under this new 
structure that we have here, once we 
reach midnight, everything comes to a 
close. I thank the Chair for the kind
ness of the staff members here, and our 
colleagues, and again, I thank the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
and the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
ALLARD] for staying here, and the 
other members of the joint committee 
who have worked so diligently to en
sure that we can bring about meaning
ful reform of the U.S. Congress. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CHAIBMAN OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON THE BUDGET REGARDING 
CURRENT LEVELS OF SPENDING 
AND REVENUES FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 1994 
(Mr. SABO asked and was given per

mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the 
Committee on the Budget and pursuant to 
sections 302 and 311 of the Congressional 
Budget Act, I am submitting for printing in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an updated report on 
the current levels of on-budget spending and 
revenues for fiscal year 1994. 

This report is to be used in applying the fis
cal year 1994 budget resolution, House Con
current Resolution 64, for legislation having 
spending or revenue effects in fiscal year 
1994. I am also submitting today a separate 
report dealing with the current levels of spend
ing and revenues for fiscal years 1995 through 
1999, to be used in applying the fiscal year 

1995 budget resolution, House Concurrent 
Resolution 218. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET, 

Washington, DC, June 15, 1994. 
Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash

ington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: To facilitate applica

tion of sections 302 and 311 of the Congres
sional Budget Act, I am transmitting an up
dated status report on the current levels of 
on-budget spending and revenues for fiscal 
year 1994. 

The term "current level" refers to the 
amounts of spending and revenues estimated 
for each fiscal year based on laws enacted as 
of June 10, 1994. 

The first table in the report compares the 
current levels of total budget authority, out
lays, and revenues with the aggregate levels 
set by H. Con. Res. 64, the concurrent resolu
tion on the budget for fiscal year 1994. This 
comparison is need to implement section 
311(a) of the Budget Act, which creates a 
point of order against measures that would 
breach the budget resolution's aggregate lev
els. 

The second table compares the current lev
els of budget authority, outlays, and new en
titlement authority for each direct spending 
committee with the "section 602(a)" alloca
tions for discretionary action made under H. 
Con. Res. 64 for fiscal year 1994. "Discre
tionary action" refers to legislation enacted 
after adoption of the budget resolution. This 
comparison is needed to implement section 
302(f) of the Budget Act, which creates a 
point of order against measures that would 
breach the section 602(a) discretionary ac
tion allocation of new budget authority or 
entitlement authority for the committee 
that reported the measure. It is also needed 
to implement section 31l(b), which . exempts 
committees that comply with their alloca
tions from the point of order under section 
311(a). The section 602(a) allocations were 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ·for 
March 31, 1993, on pages H. 1784-87. 

The third table compares the current lev
els of discretionary appropriations for fiscal 
year 1994 with the revised "section 602(b)" 
suballocations of discretionary budget au
thority and outlays among Appropriations 
subcommittees. This comparison is also 
needed to implement section 302(f) of the 
Budget Act, since the point of order under 
that section also applies to measures that 
would breach the applicable section 602(b) 
suballocation. The revised section 602(b) sub
allocations were filed by the Appropriations 
Committee on September 30, 1993 (H. Rept. 
103-271). 

Sincerely, 
MARTIN OLAV SABO, 

Chairman. 
Enclosures: 

REPORT TO THE SPEAKER FROM THE COMMIT
TEE ON THE BUDGET~STATUS OF THE FISCAL 
YEAR 1994 CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ADOPTED 
IN H. CON. RES. 64 

REFLECTING ACTION COMPLETED AS OF JUNE 10, 1994 
[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars] 

Appropriate level (as set by H. Con. Res. 64): 
Budget authority .................................. .. 
Outlays .................................................... . 
Revenues ............................................. . 

Current level: 
Budget authority ............................ ....... . 
Outlays .................................. .. .. ... ............................... .. 
Revenues ...................................................................... . 

Fiscal year 
1994 

1,223,400 
1,218,300 

905,500 

1,218,333 
1.216,994 

905,429 
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REFLECTING ACTION COMPLETED AS OF JUNE 10, 1994-

Continued 
[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars) 

Current level over(+)/under( - ) appropriate level: 

Fiscal year 
1994 

Budget authority ................... .. ....... .... - 5,067 
Outlays ............................................... .................. ....... - 1,306 
Revenues ... ............................... - 71 

BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Enactment of measures providing more 

than $5.067 billion in new budget authority 
for FY 1994 (if not already included in the 
current level estimate) would case FY 1994 
budget authority to exceed the appropriate 
level set by H. Con. Res. 64. 

OUTLAYS 
Enactment of measures providing new 

budget or entitlement authority that would 
increase FY 1994 outlays by more than $1.306 
billion (if not already included in the current 
level estimate) would cause FY 1994 outlays 
to exceed the appropriate level set by H. Con. 
Res. 64. 

DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION-COMPARISON OF CUR
RENT LEVEL WITH COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT 
TO BUDGET ACT SECTION 602(a) 

[Fiscal year, in millions of dollars) 

HOUSE COMMITIEE 
Agriculture: 

Allocation ........................ . 

Budget 
authority 

-65 

1994 

Outlays 

-66 

I NEA 

-60 

DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION-COMPARISON OF CUR
RENT LEVEL WITH COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT 
TO BUDGET ACT SECTION 602(a)-Continued 

[Fiscal year, in millions of dollars) 

1994 

Budget Outlays I NEA 
authority 

Current level ........ ........ .. .. -99 -106 -402 
Difference ........................ . -34 -40 -342 

Armed Services: 
Allocation ....................... .. -128 -128 -128 
Current level ................... . -153 -163 -167 
Difference ... ......... .. .... .. ... . . -25 -35 -39 

Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs: 

Allocation ................. . 0 -338 
Current level ................... . -417 -915 
Difference ........................ . - 417 -577 

District of Columbia: 
Allocation .......... .. ............ . 
Current level ........ ..... .' ..... . 
Difference ... 

Education and Labor: 
Allocation .......... ..... . 0 0 118 
Current level -142 -155 -787 
Difference .......... ......... .. . -142 -155 - 905 

Energy and Commerce: 
Allocation ..... - 1700 -180 
Current level ................ . -2398 42 
Difference ........... . -698 222 

Foreign Alfa irs: 
Allocation .. .. ..... ............... . 0 0 0 
Current level ................... . -35 -35 -3 
Difference ................. . -35 -35 -3 

Government Operations: 
Allocation ...... .. 
Current level .... .... ........ . 
Difference ..................... . 

House Administration: 
Allocation ........................ . 
Current level ................ ... . 
Difference .............. .. . 

Judiciary: 
Allocation .................. ...... . 
Current level ......... ...... ... . . 
Difference .................... .. .. . 

Merchant Marine and Fisheries: 
Allocation ........................ . 

DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION-COMPARISON OF CUR
RENT LEVEL WITH COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT 
TO BUDGET ACT SECTION 602(a)-Continued 

[Fiscal year, in millions of dollars) 

Current level 
Difference .............. .. 

Natural Resources: 
Allocation .............. ......... . 
Current level ................... . 
Difference ............ ............ . 

Post Office and Civil Service: 
Allocation ................ .. .. .. 
Current level .... .......... ..... . 
Difference .................... . 

Public Works and Transpor-
tation: 

Allocation ................ . 
Current level ...... .. . 
Difference ............... . 

Science, Sp.ace, and Tech-
nology: 

Allocation ....................... . 
Current level .... .. .......... .. .. 
Difference .. ..... ... ........... .. . 

Small Business: 
Allocation .......... . 
Current level 
Difference ..... 

Veterans' Affairs: 
Allocation ....... .... . 
Current level ... ............... . 
Difference ... ....... ............. .. 

Ways and Means: 
Allocation ....................... . 
Current level ... ................ . 
Difference ............. .... ....... . 

Perm. Select Committee on In-
telligence: 

Allocation ........................ . 
Current level . 
Difference ...................... .. . 

1 New Entitlement Authority. 

1994 

Budget Outlays authority 

-1 
-1 

-117 -112 
-74 -78 

43 34 

-66 -66 
- 256 -256 
-190 -190 

2092 -13 
-78 -13 

-2170 0 

-11 - 11 
-II -11 

0 0 

-2876 -2054 
-1216 -824 

1660 1230 

1NEA 

-77 
-218 
-141 

70 
28 

-42 

-2036 
261 

2297 

DISCRETIONARY APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994-COMPARISON OF CURRENT LEVEL WITH SUBALLOCATIONS PURSUANT TO BUDGET ACT SECTION 602(b) 

Agriculture, Rural Development 
Commerce, State, Judiciary 
Defense ....................... . . ................... . 
District of Columbia ............ .................... . 
Energy and Water Development .......... . 
Foreign Operations .. . 
Interior .......... ..... ........ ................................................................ ................ .... . 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education ... . 
Legislative Branch .............. . 
Military Construction ...... . 
Transportation ... ................... . 
Treasury-Postal Service ..... . .......... ........ .... . 
VA-HUD-Independent Agencies .... ........ .. ...... ....... . 

Grand total .. 

U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 

Washington, DC, June 13, 1994. 
Hon. MARTIN 0 . SABO, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, House of 

Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to section 

308(b) and in aid of section 311 of the Con
gressional Budget Act, as amended, this let
ter and supporting detail provide an up-to
date tabulation of the on-budget current lev
els of new budget authority, estimated out
lays, and estimated revenues for fiscal year 
1994 in comparison with the appropriate lev
els for those items contained in the 1994 Con
current Resolution on the Budget (H. Con. 
Res. 64), and is current through June 10, 1994. 
A summary of this tabulation follows: 

[In millions of dollars) 

Budget res- Current House cur- olution (H. level+/ -rent level Con. Res. resolution 64) 

Budget authority .. ....... 1,218,333 1,223,400 -5,067 

[In millions of dollars) 

Revised 602(b) suballocations (Sept. 30, 1993) Current level Difference 

Budget authority Outlays Budget authority 

14,819 14,317 14,595 
23,119 23,231 22,800 

240,446 255,465 239,897 
700 698 700 

22,017 21,702 21,689 
13,444 13,918 12,690 
13,736 13,731 13,727 
67,283 68,140 67,189 
2,270 2,267 2,264 

10,066 8,784 9,464 
13,284 34,889 12,435 
11,469 11,642 11,312 
68,311 69,973 68,053 

500,964 538.757 496,815 

[In millions of dollars) 

Budget res- Current House cur- olution (H. level+/-rent level Con. Res. 
64) resolution 

Outlays ......... ................... 1,216,994 1,218,300 - 1,306 
Revenues: 

1994 905,429 905,500 -71 
1994-98 5,105,866 5,153,400 -47,534 

Since my last report, dated May 2, 1994, the 
President has signed the Foreign Relations 
Authorization Act (P.L. 103-236), the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act Amendments (P.L. 
103-238), and the Airport Improvement Pro
gram Temporary Assistance Act (P.L. 103-
260). These actions changed the current level 
of budget authority and outlays. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT D. REISCHAUER. 

Outlays Budget authority Outlays 

14,205 -224 -112 
23,217 -319 -14 

255,151 -549 - 314 
698 0 0 

21,585 -328 - 117 
13,878 -754 - 40 
13,726 -9 - 5 
68,012 -94 - 128 
2,262 - 6 -5 
8,759 - 602 -25 

34,878 - 849 -II 
11,639 -157 -3 
69,978 -258 5 

537,988 -4149 - 769 

PARLIAMENTARIAN STATUS REPORT 103D CONGRESS, 2D 
SESSION HOUSE ON-BUDGET SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1994 AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS JUNE 
10, 1994 

[In millions of dollars] 

ENACTED IN PREVIOUS 
SESSIONS 

Revenues 
Permanents and other spending 

legislation 1 ............. . 

Appropriation legislation .... ... .. 
Offsetting receipts .. . 

Total previously en
acted 

ENACTED THIS SESSION 

Emergency Disaster Supple
mental (P.L. 103-211) 

Federal Workforce Act (P.L. 
103-226) ........ ................ .. ... . 

Offsetting receipts 
Housing and Community Devel

opment Act (P.L. 103-233) .. 

Budget au-
thority 

721.126 
742,749 

(237,226) 

1,226,648 

(2,286) 

48 
(38) 

(410) 

Outlays Revenues 

905,429 

695,196 
758,885 

(237,226) 

1,216,855 905,429 

(248) 

48 
(38) 

(410) 
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SESSION HOUSE ON-BUDGET SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1994 AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS JUNE 
10, 1994-Continued 

[In mill ions of dollars) 

Extending Loan Ineligibility Ex
emption for Certain Colleges 
!P.L. 103-235) ... ................. . 

Foreign Relations Authorization 
Act (P.l. 103- 236) .............. . 

Marine Mammal Protection Act 
Amendments (P.l. 103-238) 

Airport Improvement Program 
Temporary Assistance Act 
(P.L. 103-260) .. .. ...... ....... ... . 

Total enacted this ses-
sion ........................ . 

ENTITLEMENTS AND 
MANDATORIES 

Budget resolution estimates of 
appropriated entitlements 
and other mandatory pro-
grams not yet enacted 2 .. .... . 

Budget au
thority 

(2) 

(65) 

(2,748) 

(5,567) 

Total Current Level 34 1,218,333 
Total Budget Resolution ..... 1,223,400 

Amount remaining: 
Under Budget Reso-

lution ....... ... ........ 5,067 
Over Budget Resolu-

tion ............. .. ..... . 

Outlays Revenues 

(2) 

(643) 

781 

1,216,994 905.429 
1,218,300 905,500 

1,306 71 

1 Includes budget committee estimate of $2.4 billion in outlay savings for 
FCC spectrum license fees. 

21ncludes changes to baseline estimates of appropriated mandatories due 
to enactment of P.L. 103-66 and P.L. 103-140. 

l In accordance with the Budget Enforcement Act, the total does not in
clude $14,145 million in budget authority and $9,057 million in outlays in 
emergency funding. 

4 At the request of Committee staff, current level does not include scoring 
of section 601 of P.L. 102- 391. 

Notes: Amounts in parentheses are negative. Detail may not add due to 
rounding. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CHAffiMAN OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON THE BUDGET REGARDING 
CURRENT LEVELS OF SPENDING 
AND REVENUES FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 199~ 1999 
(Mr. SABO asked and was given per

mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the 
Committee on the Budget and pursuant to 
sections 302 and 311 of the Congressional 
Budget Act, I am submitting for printing in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an updated report on 
the current levels of on-budget spending and 
revenues for fiscal year 1995 and for the 5-
year period fiscal year 1995 through fiscal 
year 1999. 

This report is to be used in applying the fis
cal year 1995 budget resolution (H. Con. Res. 
218), for legislation having spending or reve-

nue effects in fiscal years 1995 through 1999. 
I am also submitting today a separate report 
dealing with the current levels of spending and 
revenues for fiscal year 1994, to be used in 
applying the fiscal year 1994 budget resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 64). 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET, 

Washington , DC, June 15, 1994. 
Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY' 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: To facilitate applica
tion of section 302 and 311 of the Congres
sional Budget Act, I am transmitting a sta
tus report on the current levels of on-budget 
spending and revenues for fiscal year 1995 
and for the 5-year period fiscal year 1996 
through fiscal year 1999. 

The term " current level" refers to the 
amounts of spending and revenues estimated 
for each fiscal year based on laws enacted as 
of June 9, 1994. 

The first table in the report compares the 
current levels of total budget authority, out
lays, and revenues with the aggregate levels 
set by H. Con. Res. 218, the concurrent reso
lution on the budget for fiscal year 1995. This 
comparison is needed to implement section 
311(a) of the Budget Act, which creates a 
point of order against measures that would 
breach the budget resolution's aggregate lev
els. The table does not show budget author
ity and outlays for years after fiscal year 
1995 because appropriations for those years 
will not be considered this session. 

The second table compares the current lev
els of budget authority, outlays, and new en
titlement authority for each direct spending 
committee with the " section 602(a)" alloca
tions for discretionary action made under H. 
Con. Res. 218 for fiscal year 1995 and for fis
cal year 1995 through 1999. "Discretionary ac
tion" refers to legislation enacted after 
adoption of the budget resolution. This com
parison is needed to implement section 302(f) 
and the Budget Act, which creates a point of 
order against measures that would breach 
the section 602(a) discretionary action allo
cation of new budget authority or entitle
ment authority for the committee that re
ported the measure. It is also needed to im
plement section 311(b), which exempts com
mittees that comply with their allocations 
from the point of order under section 311(a). 
The section 602(a) allocations are printed in 
the conference report on H. Con. Res. 218 (H. 
Rept. 10:!-490). 

The third table compares the current lev
els of discretionary appropriations for fiscal 
year 1995 with the revised " section 602(b)" 
suballocations of discretionary budget au
thority and outlays among Appropriations 
subcommittees. This comparison is also 
needed to implement section 302(f) of the 
Budget Act, since the point of order under 

this section also applies to measures that 
would breach the applicable section 602(b) 
suballocation. The revised section 602(b) sub
allocations were filed by the Appropriations 
Committee on June 9, 1994 (H. Rept. lOS-539). 

The aggregate appropriate levels and allo
cations reflect the adjustments required by 
section 25 of H. Con. Res. 218 relating to ad
ditional funding for the Internal Revenue 
Service compliance initiative. 

Sincerely, 
MARTIN OLAV SABO, 

Chairman. 
Enclosures. 

REPORT TO THE SPEAKER FROM THE COMMIT
TEE ON THE BUDGET STATUS OF THE FISCAL 
YEAR 1995 CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ADOPTED 
IN H. CON. RES. 218 

REFLECTING ACTION COMPLETED AS OF JUNE 9, 1994 
[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars) 

Fiscal year Fiscal years 
1995 1995-1999 

Appropriate level (as set by H.Con.Res. 218): 
Budget authority ... .. ................... .............. . 1,238,705 6,892,705 
Outlays ............. ..................................... . 1,217,605 6,767,805 
Revenues ............................... . 977,700 5,415,200 

Current level: 
Budget authority ..... ................. . 727,644 (1) 
Outlays ......................... .......... . 914,046 (1) 
Revenues .......... .......... .............................. . 977,700 5,393,058 

Current level over (+)/under ( - ) Appropriate 
Level: 

Budget authority .................... ................ . -511 ,061 (1) 
Outlays .......... . ........... ................. . -303,559 (1) 
Revenues ............................ ..... .. .... .... .. . . 0 -22.142 

1 Not applicable because annual appropriations Acts for Fiscal Years 1996 
through 1999 will not be considered until future sessions of Congress. 

BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Enactment of measures providing more 

than $511.061 billion in new budget authority 
for FY 1995 (if not already included in the 
current level estimate) would cause FY 1995 
budget authority to exceed the appropriate 
level set by H.Con.Res. 218. 

OUTLAYS 
Enactment of measures providing new 

budget or entitlement authority that would 
increase FY 1995 outlays by more than 
$303.559 billion (if not already included in the 
current level estimate) would cause FY 1995 
outlays to exceed the appropriate level set 
by H.Con.Res. 218. 

REVENUES 
Enactment of any measure producing any 

net revenue loss in FY 1995 (if not already in
cluded in the current level estimate) would 
cause FY 1995 revenues to fall below the ap
propriate level set by H.Con.Res. 218. 

Enactment of any measure producing any 
net revenue loss for the period FY 1995 
through FY 1999 (if not already included in 
the current level estimate) would cause reve
nues for that period to fall further below the 
appropriate level set by H.Con.Res. 218. 

DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION-COMPARISON OF CURRENT LEVEL WITH COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT TO BUDGET ACT SECTION 602(a) 

Budget authority 

HOUSE COMMITTEE: 
Agriculture: 

Allocation ................................................ ............................................. . 
Current level .............. .. ... .. ............................... .. ........................ ......... . 
Difference ............ ... .............................................. .. ................. . 

Armed Services: 
Allocation .......................... ................... . 
Current level ..... . 
Difference .......................... : ....................................................... . 

Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs: 
Allocation .......................................................................... ..... . 
Current level .................... .... ....... .......... . ............................................... . 
Difference ....................... .......... . 

District of Columbia: 
Allocation .. ........................................................................... . 

[Fiscal years, in millions of dollars) 

1995 

Outlays NEAi Budget authority 

1995-1999 

Outlays NEA1 

4861 
0 

-4861 
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[Fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

Current level ................ ........................................................ ................... . 
Difference .................... .......... ................................................................ . 

Education and Labor: 
Allocation ................................................................ ......................... ........ . 
Current level ........................................................................................... . 
Difference .......................... ..................................... ..... .................. ........ . 

Energy and Commerce: 
Allocation .................................... . .......................................................... . 
Current level ....... . 
Difference ............ . 

Foreign Alfa irs: 
Allocation ............................................................................................... . 
Current level ..................................................................... .................... . 
Difference ........................ .. 

Government Operations: 
Allocation . ..... .. . . .......... .... ... . ..................... ....................... .. 
Current level ................. .. 
Difference ..................................... . 

House Administration: 
Allocation ............................ .. ...................................... . 
Current level ............................................ . 
Difference ......... ............................. . 

Judiciary 
Allocation ................................ . 
Current level ............................. . 
Difference .......... ... ................................................................................. . 

Merchant Marine and Fisheries: 
Allocation .... ... ... ......................... . ....................... ..................... . 
Current level ......................................................................................... . 
Difference ............................................................................................ . 

Natural Resources: 
Allocation ........................ ... .......... .. .......................... .............................. . 
Current level ........................ . ...................................... . 
Difference ................. ......... ....... .. ......................................................... . 

Post Office and Civil Service: 
Allocation ........................ . 
Current level ...... . 
Difference ...... ............. .. . 

Public Works and Transportation: 
Allocation ........ ........... .................................... ... ................ . 
Current level .......................... .......... .. ........... .. .................... . 
Difference ...... ................................................................. . 

Science, Space, and Technology: 
Allocation ............. . 
Current level .................. . ....................................................... .. 
Difference .......................................... ...................................... . 

Small Business: 
Allocation ....... ........ . .............................. ........................... . 
Current level .. ...... . 
Difference ............. . 

Veterans' Affairs: 
Allocation ............................................ ......... .. ........................................ . 
Current level ........... . 
Difference ............... . 

Ways and Means: 
Allocation ..................................................................... .......................... . 
Current level ........ . ................................................... ..... .... .. ......... . 
Difference ................ . .......................................................... ......... . 

Perm. Select Committee on Intelligence: 
Allocation ........................................................................................... . 
Current level ....................... . .............. .. ............................................. . 
Difference ........................... ................... ............................................ . 

1 New Entitlement Authority. 

Budget authority 

0 
-4 
-4 

2161 
, 0 

-2161 

1995 

Outlays 

0 
-4 
-4 

0 . 
0 
0 

NEA1 

309 
0 

-309 

340 
-340 

0 

Budget authority 

64741 
0 

-64741 

1995-1999 

Outlays 

0 
2 

-2 

0 
-2 
-2 

NEA1 

5943 
0 

-5943 

5743 
0 

-5743 

214 
0 

-214 

DISCRETIONARY APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995-COMPARISON OF CURRENT LEVEL WITH SUBALLOCATIONS PURSUANT TO BUDGET ACT SECTION 602(b) 

Agriculture, Rural Development .......... . 
Commerce, State, Judiciary .. .................. . 
Defense ..................... .. .................................................................................... . 
District of Columbia ........................................ . 
Energy and Water Development .......... . 
Foreign Operations ... ... .......................... .................. ................................ . 
Interior ...................................................................................................... . 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education ....... ~ ................ . 
Legislative branch ........................................................................................... . 
Military Construction .............................................................. ..... .. ................... . 
Transportation .................................. ......... . 
Treasury-Postal Service .... .......................... ...................................................... . 
VA-HUD Independent Agencies ................................................ . 
Reserve ....................................................................................... . 

Grand total .. 

U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 

Washington, DC, June 13, 1994. 
Hon. MARTIN 0 . SABO, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, House of 

Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to section 
308(b) and in aid of section 311 of the Con-

[In millions of dollars] 

Revised 602(b) suballocations Uune 9, 1994) Current level Difference 

Budget authority Outlays Budget authority 

13,817 13,945 0 
26,057 24,818 2 

243,432 250,515 0 
720 722 0 

20,373 20,853 0 
13,795 13,736 0 
13,525 13,943 375 
69,978 69,819 1,771 
2,468 2,424 0 
8,837 8,554 0 

13,584 36,445 0 
12,049 12,260 0 
70,418 72,945 816 
2,106 . ............ ....................... 0 

511,159 540,979 2,964 

gressional Budget Act, as amended, this let
.ter and supporting detail provide an up-to
date tabulation of the on-budget current lev
els of new budget authority, estimated out
lays, and estimated revenues for fiscal year 
1995 in comparison with the appropriate lev
els for those items contained in the 1995 Con
current Resolution on the Budget (H. Con. 

Outlays Budget authority Outlays 

4,197 -13,817 -9,748 
6,322 -26,055 -18,496 

86,480 -243,432 -164,035 
2 -720 -720 

8,801 -20,373 -12,052 
8,167 -13,795 -5,569 
5,063 -13,150 -8,880 

41,702 68,207 -28,117 
206 -2,468 -2,218 

6,345 - 8,837 -2,209 
24,562 -13,584 -11,883 

2,953 -12,049 -9,307 
43,269 -69,602 - 29,676 

0 -2,106 0 

238,069 -508,195 -302,910 

Res. 218), and is current through June 9, 1994. 
A summary of this tabulation, my first for 
fiscal year 1995, follows: 
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[In millions of dollars) 

Budget 
House cur- resolution 
rent level (H. Con. 

Res. 218) 

Current 
level+/
resolution 

Budget authority .. .. ........ .... .... ......... 727,644 1,238.705 -511 ,061 
Outlays ........... .. ........ .. .. ................... 914,046 1,217,605 - 303,559 
Revenues: 

1995 ............ ..... .. 977,700 977,700 
1995-99 ................ .......... 5,393,058 5,415,200 -22,142 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT D. REISCHAUER, 

Director. 

PARLIAMENTARIAN STATUS REPORT, 103D CONGRESS, 2D 
SESSION, HOUSE ON-BUDGET SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1995 AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS JUNE 9, 
1994 

[In millions of doilarsJ 

Budget au
thority Outlays Revenues 

ENACTED IN PREVIOUS SESSIONS 
Revenues ................... ............. .... .. . 977,700 
Permanents and other spending 

legislation ................ .............. ... 747,135 705,985 
Appropriaton legislation ...... .......... 242,066 

Offsetting receipts ... .. .......... (203,682) (203,682) 
~~~~~~~~~~ 

Total previously enacted 543,453 744,370 977,700 

ENACTED THIS SESSION 
Emergency supplemental appro-

priations, FY 1994 (P.L. 103-
211) ... ........ ..... .. .. .. .................. . 

Federal Workforce Restructuring 
Act (P.L. 103-226) 

Offsetting receipts .. ............ . 
Foreign Relations Authorization 

Act (P.L. 103- 236) ....... .......... .. 
Marine Mammal Protection Act 

Amendments (P.l. 103-238) ... 

Amount remaining: 
Under budget resolu-

18 

443 
(269) 

(4) 

188 

184,003 

727,644 
1,238,705 

(832) 

443 
(269) 

(4) 

(659) 

170,335 

914,046 
1,217,605 

977,700 
977,700 

tion ........ ........ ....... .. 511,061 303,559 .............. .. 
Over budget resolution 

1 In accordance with the Budget Enforcement Act, the total does not in
clude $4,355 million in outlays for emergency funding. 

Notes: Amounts in parentheses are negative. Detail may not add due to 
rounding. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted to: 

Mrs. FOWLER (at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL) for today from 7:30 p.m. until 
10:45 p_m_ on account of personal busi
ness. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. MCCOLLUM) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. DORNAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HOEKSTRA, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. COPPERSMITH) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material:) 

Mr. FINGERHUT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SABO, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. MCCOLLUM) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. EHLERS. 
Mr. COBLE. 
Mr. SOLOMON in four instances. 
Mr. GINGRICH. 
Mr. KING. 
Mr. DORNAN. 
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. 
Mr. PACKARD. 
Mr. GUNDERSON in two instances. 
Mr. SAXTON. 
Mr. HANSEN. 
Mrs. BENTLEY. 
Mr. MCINNIS. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. COPPERSMITH) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. POSHARD. 
Mr. BROOKS. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD, in two instances. 
Mr. HAMILTON. 
Mr. SWETT. 
Mr. STARK. 
Mr. FORD of Michigan, in two in-

stances. 
Ms. NORTON. 
Mr. GIBBONS. 
Mr. NADLER, in two instances. 
Mr. SERRANO. 
Mr. GORDON. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. 
Mr. MEEHAN, in two instances. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled bills of the House 
of the following titles, which were 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

R.R. 3676. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Spouse Equity Act of 1988 to pro
vide for coverage of the former spouses of 
judges of the District of Columbia courts. 

H.R. 4205. An act to amend title 11, D.C. 
Code, to clarify that blind indi·:iduals are el
igible to serve as jurors in the Superior 
Court of the District of Columbia. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 12 o'clock midnight), the 
House adjourned until Thursday, June 
16, 1994, at 10 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

3380. A letter from the Comptroller of the 
Department of Defense, transmitting a re
port of a violation of the Anti-Deficiency Act 
which occurred in the Department of the 
Army, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1517(b); to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

3381. A letter from the Commissioner, Na
tional Center for Education Statistics, De
partment of Education, transmitting a re
port entitled "The Condition of Education, 
1994," pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1221e-l(d)(l); to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

3382. A letter from the Secretary of Veter
ans Affairs, transmitting the semiannual re
port of the inspector general for the period 
October 1, 1993 through March 31, 1994, and 
the Department's Management Report on ac
tions taken in response to audit rec
ommendations, pursuant to Public Law 95-
452, section 5(b) (102 Stat. 2526, 2640); to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

3383. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting the final 
report on the geographic variation in hos
pital nonlabor input prices and expenditures; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

3384. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, Department of Defense, transmit
ting a draft of proposed legislation to im
prove coordination of benefits information 
by sharing health insurance information 
from the Medicare and Medicaid Coverage 
Data Bank; jointly, to the Committees on 
Energy and Commerce, Ways and Means, and 
Armed Services. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. DERRICK: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 455. Resolution waiving certain 
points of order against the bill (H.R. 4554) 
making appropriations for Agriculture, 
Rural Development, Food and Drug Adminis
tration, and Related Agencies programs for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1995, and 
for other purposes (Rept. 103-548). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. DE LA GARZA: 
H.R 4581. A bill to provide for the imposi

tion of temporary fees in connection with 
the handling of complaints of violations of 
the Perishable Agriculture Commodities 
Act, 1930; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Ms. NORTON (for herself, Mr. 
WYNN, Mr. MFUME, and Mr. RANGEL): 

H.R 4582. A bill to require the Architect of 
the Capitol to establish and maintain a com
prehensive personnel management system, 
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com
mittees on House Administration and Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. OBERSTAR: 
H.R 4584. A bill to impose restrictions on 

the use of certain special purpose aircraft; to 
the Committee on Public Works and Trans
portation. 

By Mr. GINGRICH: 
H. Res. 456. Resolution electing Represent

ative Lewis of Kentucky to the Committees 
on Agriculture and Veterans' Affairs; consid
ered and agreed to. 
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Under clause 4 of rule XXII. 
429. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 

of the Senate of the State of Illinois, relative 
to funding for the Edward Byrne Memorial 
Formula Grant Program; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary . 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII. 
Mr. GILCHREST introduced a bill (H.R. 

4583) to clear certain impediments to the li
censing of a vessel for employment in coast
wise trade and fisheries of the United States; 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H .R . 55: Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H.R. 65: Mr. LIVINGSTON and Mr. MINETA. 
H.R. 82: Mr. DEAL. 
H.R. 123: Mr. KOLBE. 
H .R. 349: Mr. LUCAS. 
H.R. 702: Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin, and Mr. 

MCCLOSKEY. 
H .R. 794: Mr. WYNN and Mr. STUPAK. 
H.R. 911: Mr. EVANS and Mr. THOMPSON. 
H.R. 998: Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 1293: Mr. PENNY. 
H.R. 1423: Mr. SAXTON, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. 

EHLERS, Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. 
LEVY, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. KLINK, 
Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. HAMBURG, and Mr. MCNUL
TY. 

H.R. 1595: Mr. ROEMER. 
1671: Mr. BRYANT, Mrs. BENTLEY, and Mr. 

GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 1737: Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H .R. 1968: Mr. CLEMENT. 
H .R. 2019: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H.R. 2035: Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 2292: Mr. MEEHAN and Mr. RICHARD-

SON. 
H.R. 2418: Mr. WOLF and Mr. HOBSON. 
H.R. 2556: Mr. DUNCAN. 
H.R. 2863: Mr. MCDADE. 
H .R. 2929: Mr. FINGERHUT. 

H.R. 3017: Mr. WISE. 
H.R. 3271: Mr. HYDE. 
H .R. 3762: Mrs. FOWLER. 
H.R. 3871: Mr. TALENT and Mr. Cox. 
H.R. 3900: Mr. SERRANO. 
H.R. 3940: Mr. DELLUMS and Mr. FROST. 
H.R. 4014: Mr. WILSON. 
H.R. 4040: Ms. NORTON, Mr. NEAL of Massa

chusetts, Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. OLVER, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. STOKES, and 
Mr. RANGEL. 

H .R. 4050: Mr. GUNDERSON. 
H.R. 4095: Mr. CLEMENT and Mr. KOLBE. 
H.R. 4129: Mr. LAUGHLIN and Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 4158: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. MANTON, and 

Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 4222: Mr. CANADY and Mr. BATEMAN. 
H.R. 4271: Mr. GONZALEZ and Mrs. MEEK of 

Florida. 
H.R. 4370: Mrs. MALONEY. 
H.R. 4375: Mr. VENTO, Mr. TORRES, and Mr. 

ROMERO-BARCELO. 
H.R. 4386: Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 

ORTIZ, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
CAMP, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. WELDON, Mr. 
LIPINSKI, Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr. 
PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas, Mr. FILNER, and Mr. FROST. 

H.R. 4399: Mr. STUPAK, Mr. ROMERO
BARCELO, Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. 
THOMPSON, and Mr. ORTON. 

H.R. 4404: Mr. MORAN, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. 
BOEHLERT, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. PORTER, Mr. 
EHLERS, Mr. UPTON, Mr. LEACH, Mr. REGULA, 
Mr. HYDE, Mr. KASICH, Mr. MFUME, Mr. 
HASTERT, and Mr. HOEKSTRA. 

H .R. 4414: Mr. MCHALE. 
H.R. 4522: Mr. BOUCHER. 
H .R. 4527: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 
H.R. 4540: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas and 

Mr. SANGMEISTER. 
H.R. 4579: Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Ms. BROWN 

of Florida, and Ms. MCKINNEY. 
H.J. Res. 90: Mr. PACKARD and Mr. OXLEY. 
H.J . Res. 338: Mr. UPTON and Ms. BROWN of 

Florida. 
H.J. Res. 353: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 

of Texas, Mr. VENTO, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
BILBRAY, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. TEJEDA, Mr. 
NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. LEWIS of Flor
ida, Mr. KASICH, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. 
BLUTE, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. GENE 
GREEN of Texas, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. 
SAXTON, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. DOOLEY, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. ED
WARDS of California, Mr. HAMBURG, Ms. ROY
BAL-ALLARD, Ms. WATERS, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. 

STOKES, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
HOBSON, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. MAR
KEY, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. MEEHAN , Mr. 
GEKAS, Mr. PARKER, MR. ROEMER, Mr. TRAFI
CANT, Mr. HASTINGS, Ms. ENGLISH of Arizona, 
Mr. WILSON, Ms. NORTON, Mr. SABO, Mr. KEN
NEDY, Mr. KING, Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. APPLEGATE , 
Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. BLILEY, 
Mr. DELAY, Ms. DUNN, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. 
MCCOLLUM, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. HALL of 
Texas, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. MAR
TINEZ, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. EDWARDS of 
Texas, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. CAL
LAHAN, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. DINGELL, 
Mr. RAHALL, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. HYDE, Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. THORNTON, 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. VOLK
MER, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. 
DORNAN, Mr. FARR, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. 
BISHOP, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MORAN, Mr. COLE
MAN, Mr. SARPALIUS, and Mrs. UNSOELD. 

H .J . Res. 359: Mr. PARKER, Mr. SCOTT, Ms. 
NORTON, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. cox. Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. 
CLYBURN, Mr. WELDON, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. 
UNDERWOOD, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. 
LAFALCE, Mr. CLEMENT, and Ms. DELAURO. 

H.J. Res. 362: Mr. EVANS, Mr. VALENTINE, 
Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. KASICH, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 
FILNER, and Mr. LAFALCE. 

H.J. Res. 373: Mr. BUNNING and Mr. WOLF. 
H. Con. Res. 6: Ms. MOLINARI. 
H. Con. Res. 195: Mr. FINGERHUT. 
H . Con. Res. 210: Ms. SLAUGHTER and Mr. 

MANN. 
H. Con. Res. 245: Ms. FURSE. 
H . Con. Res. 253: Mr. HAMBURG, Ms. 

MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, Mr. EVANS, and Mr. 
GILCHREST. 

H . Res. 255: Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 
H . Res. 434: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 
H . Res. 446: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr. 

GREENWOOD, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. HOKE, 
Mr. PENNY, Mr. RAVENEL, and Mr. SKEEN. 

DELECTIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 1818. Mr. GUTIERREZ. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
DRUG LEGALIZATION/THE NATURE 

OF EVIL 

HON. GERAID 8.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, over the next 

few months the American public is going to 
become much more aware of the people and 
organizations who are behind the movement 
promoting the legalization of drugs. The worst 
of these organizations is the sinister Drug Pol
icy Foundation and the wacky but dangerous 
National Organization for Reform of Marijuana 
Laws. 

On the other side of this issue are major 
profamily organizations which have sprung up 
to alert the American public to the dangers of 
legalization and the network and organizations 
backing the movement. 

All Americans should be thankful to the 
thoughtful work done by Drug Watch Inter
national and the International Drug Strategy 
Institute. 

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I would insert an 
excellent work done by the chairman of the 
International Drug Strategy Institute, Dr. Voth, 
which outlines the arguments against drug le
galization. 
ARGUMENTS AGAINST LEGALIZATION OF DRUGS 

(Eric A. Voth, M.D. FACP) 
1. Legalization of Drugs will decrease the 

profit of selling drugs and therefore drive 
dealers out of the market.-Most drugs are 
already cheap. Crack may sell for $5 per 
rock. Because drugs are addictive, they cre
ate their own market. The addict will simply 
increase his usage to meet the finances 
available. Furthermore , drug abuse does not 
fit into a simple supply/demand economic 
m odel. Most of the several thousand addicts 
I have t r eated relate that cost and availabil
ity of finances are the major limiting factors 
t o their drug abuse. If they had more money 
or if drugs were cheaper they would use more 
drugs. Since drugs create their own demand, 
dealers would stay in business by profiting 
from sale of more drugs; only perhaps cheap
er drugs. If drugs were distributed by " legiti
mate" businesses, they would be priced to be 
enticing. If priced too high, they would drive 
users back to the black market. 

2. Crime would decrease if drugs were le
galized.-The addict who resorts to crime 
will still resort to crime to pay for his habit. 
The only way to achieve decreased crime 
would be to supply the addict with his drug 
of choice. This has failed dismally in Eng
land and in the U.S. in the form of metha
done clinics. Again, drug use would increase. 
Holdups have increased over 60% and 
shootings have increase 40% in Holland since 
the softening of drug laws. That country is 
now strengthening i ts drug laws. About 75% 
of felonies are drug related, and these are 
largely related to crime while intoxicated 
and acquisition of funds to buy drugs. 

3. Legalization works in other countries.
Incorrect. The only form of legalization 

which exists in England has been in regard 
to heroin for known addicts. In the Nether
lands, one of the repercussions of legaliza
tion has been addicts flocking in from other 
countries. One must also seriously question 
that country's viability in the world. With 
marijuana in Alaska besides the obvious fall
out of drug addiction, more people became 
unemployable because of inability to pass 
tests by employers. 

4. Prohibition failed for alcohol and it is 
failing for drug abuse.-In fact prohibition 
was a response to the tremendous problems 
that were seen with alcohol at the turn of 
the century. It did work. Since Prohibition 
was repealed, alcohol related deaths have 
steadily increased. One of the reasons that 
there was a problem with prohibition is that 
alcohol had enjoyed a prior legal status and 
then was given an illegal status. 

5. The government should reap some profit 
by taxation of drugs.-As we have seen, the 
government is slow to tax drugs such as al
cohol and tobacco. If legal, there would no 
doubt be lobbying efforts to limit taxation of 
drugs. Further, taxation would immediately 
create a black market for non-taxed drugs. 
With current amount of usage, estimates of 
the cost of alcohol and drug abuse range 
from 170 to 300 billion dollars per year. Could 
our society bear the increased cost of drug 
treatment alone on top of our staggering na
tional debt? Taxation initiatives in Holland 
were defeated by the drug lobby. 

6. Legalization would allow restrictions to 
be placed on quality control.-Once again, 
this only creates another black market. This 
also raises the question as to how drugs 
would be legalized and distributed. Would all 
drugs be legalized, who would produce them 
and distribute, what would happen to dis
tributors with illegal ties, what concentra
tions would be allowed, etc.? 

7. It is a personal right whether or not to 
use drugs.- Although the use of an intoxi
cant drug is only an individual choice, it is 
certainly not a constitutional, legal, or 
moral right. Any behavior which affects soci
ety as well as others so adversely must be 
regulated by society. Drug addiction costs 
society in loss of life, spread of disease such 
as AIDS, treatment of addicts, and involve
ment of innocent parties such as with DUI 
related deaths, and crime related to the ac
quisition of drugs. The use of drugs is no 
more a personal right than any destructive, 
self centered behavior, and many of those 
who use drugs (especially young people) lack 
the judgment to adequately assess the risks 
involved. This is particularly true in light of 
the efforts of organizations such as NORML 
to downplay the risks and consequences of 
drug abuse. 

8. Enforcement of drug laws is full of racial 
bias and does not work. By reducing or 
eliminating mandatory sentences the prison 
system can be unburdened. Why are we 
jailing people with a disease?-In fact , legal
ization would be markedly racist . Not only is 
drug use more prevalent in minorities than 
whites, but with legalization drug use would 
climb and disproportionately affect minori
ties. No one wants to see first time low level 
users spend tremendous time in jail, but this 
is virtually not happening in the U.S. unless 

it is with regard to dealing. In that regard 
the individual is taking known risks. 

We jail people with all kinds of diseases; 
heart disease, diabetes, psychiatric dis
orders, etc. if their behavior deviates from 
social norms and if they put society at risk. 
Having addiction is not license to break the 
law. 

9. We should provide pain relief and anti
nausea treatment for cancer patients and 
HIV patients.-This recent position state
ment is clearly aimed at the legalization of 
drugs and far more fulfills the self-interest of 
the pro-legalization movement than ever be
ginning to address the needs of cancer pa
tients. There are numerous effective agents 
on the market for all of these problems. 
Moreover, if marijuana were legalized, the 
pro-legalization lobby would no doubt drop 
their thinly veiled concern for cancer and 
HIV patients once their self-interest was ful
filled. 

10. Illegal drugs are less of a problem than 
alcohol and tobacco.-This is true so far, but 
it is actually a compelling reason to main
tain the illegal status of our illegal drugs. 
Why add more problems to the current ones 
seen with alcohol and tobacco? 
· 11. We can dramatically reduce mortality 
and morbidity by redirecting America's drug 
strategy to reduce the use of tobacco and al
cohol.-Indeed, we need to broaden the effort 
to decrease the serious effects of alcohol and 
tobacco. These drugs serve as excellent 
modes of the consequences of legalizing 
drugs. The current prevention movement has 
addressed these drugs, but much of the pro
legalization based literature does not sup
port complete abstinence; rather it supports 
"responsible use" which among especially 
youth is irresponsible and dangerous. 

12. We should abandon enforcement and ad
dress the drug problem through a prevention 
and treatment approach.-The most effective 
approach to drug abuse is a three-legged bal
anced approach which enlists prevention, 
intervention (enforcement), and rehabilita
tion. Enforcement has a substantial prevent
ative effect and certainly reduces the avail
ability of drugs. It keeps the user and the 
dealer constantly off balance and concerned 
about arrest. The other two areas certainly 
need to be expanded, and equally controls 
need to be instituted to assure high quality 
treatment and prevention programs. 

13. What are some of the claims made 
about the beneficial effects of legalized 
hemp?-These are examples of the claims: 
Hemp for ecology, hemp makes cleaner air, 
hemp builds soil , hemp helps children, hemp 
for cancer, hemp for eyes, hemp for rheu
matism, hemp relieves stress. The pro-drug 
forces even mix the rescheduling of mari
juana into the issue. 

14. Why not use hemp as an alternative 
source for energy conservation and for lum
ber products?-The . movement behind the 
" ecological" uses of marijuana stems from 
the same people who pressed for medical uses 
of THC and later leaf marijuana. Their tech
nique is to identify hot topics which stir 
public emotion and to dovetail with these. 
What is more timely than concern over the 
environment and energy problems. There are 
some basic flaws in their theories. While 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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they contend that hemp makes cleaner air 
by processing carbon dioxide (one of the 
major "greenhouse effect" chemicals), they 
support using hemp to break down to create 
alcohol to mix with gasoline for energy. Fos
sil fuel pollution remains a problem with or 
without hemp. They overlook the major im
pact on the lumber industry that would re
sult from moving heavily to another form of 
pulp for paper. There are already efforts to 
define alternate forms of pulp from legal 
sources. 

While asserting potential ecological bene
fits, supporters refer to "health" benefits 
which are identical to the supposed benefits 
of cannabis. This is the same technique that 
NORML has always used. Furthermore, even 
IF there were pulp and energy uses, this does 
not justify ingestion or use for intoxication. 
If an attempt were made at producing forms 
of marijuana for hemp that was sterile and 
therefore unable to produce intoxication, it 
would be a matter of time before NORML 
pushed again for general legalization. Do not 
forget that this new movement stems from 
NORML! The further reading that is rec
ommended in the hemp literature is all pro
legalization literature written by major pro
ponents of legalization. 

15. The war on drugs has failed and we 
should abandon it.-The pro-drug lobby uses 
this propaganda as a morale breaker. We 
have only fought a limited war to date yet 
there have been successes. Although heavy 
use of drugs has increased, the casual or 
more recreational use has declined 33% from 
1985-1988. The war on drugs needs to be ex
panded on all fronts. 

IN OBSERVANCE OF THE 50TH AN
NIVERSARY OF WORLD WAR II 
IN THE MARIANA ISLANDS 

HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD 
OF GUAM 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, as this 
great Nation of ours has just completed its 
celebration commemorating the 50th anniver
sary of D-day, those of us from the Pacific are 
just beginning our own celebration in observ
ance of the 50th anniversary of another D-day 
marking the beginning of the end of World 
War II in the Pacific. I am submitting here, for 
inclusion in the RECORD, a statement by the 
Resident Representative of the Common
wealth of the Northern Marianas in remem
brance of the 50th anniversary of World War 
II in the Pacific. 
IN OBSERVANCE OF THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF 

WORLD WAR II IN THE MARIANA ISLANDS 

(By Juan N. Babuta, Resident Representa
tive of the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands) 
While most American communities all 

across this great Nation have ended their 
celebration commemorating the 50th anni
versary of the Allied offensive on the beaches 
of Normandy during World War II, the people 
of the Northern Mariana Islands are carrying 
on the celebration throughout this month, as 
we build toward a climax of June 15-when 
the people of the islands celebrate their lib
eration by U.S. forces in World War II. 

The people of the Mariana Islands, whom 
Delegate Robert Underwood and I represent, 
are the only members of the American fam
ily whose lives and homes were bloodied in 
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violent conflict during World War II. Unlike 
the people of Guam, however, the people of 
the Northern Marianas were not Americans 
at the time of the U.S. invasion. We were in 
the hands of the Japanese, as we had been in 
the hands of the Germans before that and in 
the hands of the Spanish before that-a pe
riod of colonization stretching back more 
than 300 years. 

For our people, the American invasion and 
capture of our islands could have been just 
another chapter in a long history of col
onization. But it was not. The coming of the 
United States to our islands heralded the be
ginning of the end of our colonization. For 
the United States armed forces brought with 
them the ideals of freedom and democratic 
self-government. They shared those prin
ciples with us and we gladly embraced them. 

Today, the people of the Northern Mari
anas are members of the American family
not because we were conquered, but because 
America gave us the opportunity to choose 
freely our political destiny. America gave us 
the chance to be self-governing; and Amer
ica-with great generosity-gave us the 
chance to be part of this great Nation. 

The 19,000 men of the 2d and 4th Marine Di
visions and the 27th Army Division who were 
killed or wounded during the battles on 
Saipan and Tinian in the Northern Marianas 
probably thought only of the strategic im
portance of these islands. The Marianas were 
geographically central in the Western Pa
cific and were crucial in staging points for 
the taking of the Philippines, Iwo Jima, and 
Okinawa. Most importantly, the Marianas 
provided a platform placing U.S. warplanes 
within striking distance of the Japanese 
homeland. It was from Tinian that the Enola 
Gay, with its single atomic payload "Little 
Boy" departed for Hiroshima- a flight that 
changed the very nature of our modern 
world. 

The capture of the Marianas directly re
sulted in the fall of the Tojo government in 
Tokyo. Truly, in the words of General Hol
land L. Smith, this was "the decisive battle 
of the Pacific offensive." 

The troops who crawled ashore and fought 
the bitter fight to take the Northern Mari
anas thought of immediate strategic goals. 
They probably did not imagine how their 
struggle would change the lives of the people 
of these islands. But change our lives they 
did. The Commonwealth today is a proud and 
vibrant community. As American citizens on 
U.S. soil at the gateway to Asia, the people 
of the Northern Marianas are performing an 
important role in protecting and advancing 
the Nation's interest. 

And we remember. We honor the thousands 
of U.S. soldiers who made the supreme sac
rifice so that the people of the Northern 
Marianas might live in liberty. Their valor 
and selflessness will live in our hearts and 
memories. 

And we are grateful-for today we cele
brate freedom and democracy. 

LIMITS ON P ACS 

HON. MARTIN T. MEEHAN 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, Massachusetts 
today made law a campaign finance bill that 
limits gubernatorial candidates to $150,000 in 
PAC money, with no more than $500 from any 
single PAC. If lawmakers in Massachusetts 
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can agree to these limits, candidates for Con
gress could certainly run robust campaigns 
with an overall PAC limit of no more than 
$200,00~as provided in the House bill-and 
a single-PAC limit of $1,000 or less. 

The Massachusetts bill applies to races for 
Governor in a State with almost 6 million peo
ple and five major media markets. Candidates 
for Congress typically face a far less daunting 
challenge in communicating with voters, and 
they would have far more freedom to raise 
money from PACs even after cutting the cur
rent $5,000 cap by four-fifths or more. 

I do not accept PAC donations campaigns, 
and I think reducing the size of each PAC 
contribution would be healthy for the political 
process, not to mention extremely helpful in 
getting a campaign finance bill passed into 
law. President Clinton campaigned on a spe
cific promise to lower the PAC limit, and Con
gress ought to follow through by helping him 
live up to that pledge. 

ENCRYPTION POLICY ENDANGERS 
U.S. COMPETITIVENESS IN GLOB
AL MARKETPLACE 

HON. JACK BROOKS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, for some time 
now, a debate has been raging in the media 
and in the Halls of Congress over the adminis
tration's intention to require U.S. corporations 
to use and market the clipper chip, an 
encryption device developed in secret by the 
National Security Agency. 

The clipper chip will provide industry and 
others with the ability to encode telephone and 
computer communications. The use of the 
clipper chip as the U.S. encryption standard is 
a concept promoted by both the intelligence 
and law enforcement communities because it 
is designed with a back door to make it rel
atively easy for these agencies to listen in on 
these communications. 

The law enforcement and intelligence com
munities have a legitimate concern that ad
vances in technology will make their jobs more 
difficult. But the issue here is whether at
tempts to restrict the development, use, and 
export of encryption amounts to closing the 
barn door after the horse has already es
caped. 

The notion that we can limit encryption is 
just plain fanciful. Encryption technology is 
available worldwide-and will become more 
available as time goes on. 

First, generally available software with 
encryption capabilities is sold within the U.S. 
at thousands of retail outlets, my mail, even 
over the phone. These programs may be 
transferred abroad in minutes by anyone using 
a public telephone line and a computer 
modem. 

Second, it is estimated that over 200 prod
ucts from some 22 countries-including Great 
Britain, France, Germany, Russia, Japan, 
India, and South Africa-use some form of the 
encryption that the Government currently pro
hibits United States companies from exporting. 
And this is just the beginning. According to the 
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May 16, 1994, issue of Fortune, not only are 
U.S. companies willing to purchase foreign 
encryption devices, American producers of 
encrypted software are also moving production 
overseas to escape the current U.S. export 
controls. 

Third, encryption techniques and technology 
are well understood throughout the world, 
encryption is routinely taught in computer 
science programs. Textbooks explain the un
derlying encryption technology. International 
organizations have published protocols for im
plementing high-level encryption. Actual imple
mentations of encryption-programs ready to 
use by even computer novices-are on the 
Internet. 

The only result of continued U.S. export 
controls is to threaten the continued pre
eminence of America's computer software and 
hardware companies in world markets. These 
restrictive policies jeopardize the health of 
American companies, and the jobs and reve
nues they generate. 

I support, therefore, the immediate revision 
of current export controls over encryption de
vices to comport with the reality of worldwide 
encryption availability. 

I believe law enforcement and the intel
ligence community would be better served by 
finding real, and targeted ways to deal with 
international terrorists and criminals rather 
than promoting scattershot policies, which re
strict American industries' ability to design, 
produce, and market technology. 

Now-more than ever-we cannot afford to 
harm our economic competitiveness and jus
tify it in the name of national security. 

MEDICARE DOES A BETTER JOB 
HOI..JDING DOWN COSTS THAN 
THE PRIVATE SECTOR 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, overall, Medicare 
does a better job than the private sector in 
holding down per capita health care costs and 
not overpaying for medical procedures. 

If anyone doubts this, I refer them to GAO 
report HEHS-94-65, entitled "Impact of 
OBRA-90's Dialysis Provisions on Providers 
and Beneficiaries." For over 20 years, Medi
care has been paying roughly $125--$130 for 
the dialysis of kidney disease patients. The 
program has saved the lives of tens of thou
sands of people. We basically have never 
raised the amount we paid. Productivity and 
technology have allowed us to keep paying 
the same dollar figure-a figure which in real 
value terms is less than 40 percent of the 
original payment rate. 

Medicare historically did not pay for the first 
12 months of dialysis. In OBRA 1990, to save 
some money, we delayed the start of Medi
care payments for people who had private in
surance until a person had been on dialysis 
for 18 months. The dialysis companies lobbied 
for this change, because they generally 
charge private insurance companies more 
than the Government will pay. They'd rather 
have the so-called great, efficient highly com-
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petitive insurance companies paying them 
than Uncle Sam, because they know they can 
get away with a lot more. 

How much more? $41 million per year. Says 
the GAO, "This increase occurred because 
employer-sponsored plans generally paid dial
ysis providers more than the cost-based Medi
care rates • • • because the higher payments 
involve no increase in the type or level of 
services provided, they generally represent 
profits for the providers who receive them." 

Mr. Speaker, dialysis is an old technology 
and an old billing procedure. Medicare has 
shown how to do it for over 20 years. But the 
GAO found that: 

" The [dialysis providers] in our sample re
ceived an average of 80% more when em
ployer-provided heal th insurance plans acted 
as the primary payer for kidney dialysis 
services than they would have received if 
Medicare had been the primary payer. On av
erage, providers received $690 per week for 
such services, compared to $383, which they 
would have received under the Medicare 
composite rate. 

Of the 583 patients whose bills the GAO ex
amined, 139 had bills that were $500 or more 
higher than the matching Medicare rate. The 
GAO found 15 patients who were being paid 
more than a $1 000 per dialysis. 

Mr. Speaker, in the year 1994 for a private 
insurance company to be paying more than a 
$1000 for a dialysis-three times a week, 52 
weeks a year-is just plain dumb. It makes 
$600 Air Force toilet seats look like a bargain. 

Just turn cost containment over to us, say 
the big insurance companies. 

Not when they are paying these kinds of 
charges, Mr. Speaker. 

NEW YORK RANGERS-CHAMPIONS 

HON. PETER T. KING 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in cele
bration. The curse has been lifted. For the first 
time in 54 long years, the Broadway Blues 
have tasted champagne from Lord Stanley's 
Cup. The New York Rangers are champions 
of the National Hockey League. 

No more will the derisive chant of "1940" be 
heard. 

I salute the 1993-94 Stanley Cup champion 
New York Rangers, head coach Mike Keenan, 
captain Mark Messier, Conn Smythe trophy 
winner Brian Leetch, goalie Mike Richter, and 
all the other players and members of this fine 
organization who have proved that anything is 
possible if you stick to it long enough. 

"1994." 

TRIBUTE TO TONY CONSOLINO 

HON. NICK SMITH 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to announce to the House, with great sadness, 
the passing of one of Jackson's most devoted 
leaders, Tony Consolino. 
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Many c1v1c, business, and community 

groups have been enriched by Mr. Consolino's 
wise counsel. The new Foote Hospital was 
built with his fundraising help. The entire com
munity benefited from his optimistic leadership 
as chairman of the Greater Jackson Chamber 
of Commerce during the dark period when 
Clark Equipment and Goodyear Tire and Rub
ber Co. left town. There is a trail for the blind 
at the Dahlem Center that is due in no small 
part to his help. Because of his tireless man
agement, a small Jackson cleaning busi
ness-Aalen Aides-grew into a multi-million
dollar enterprise that has provided a livelihood 
for dozens of employees. His contributions 
were so diverse that in 1992 the Jackson Citi
zen Patriot named him "Citizen of the Year." 

Mr. Consolino's most heartfelt civic involve
ment in recent years was the "Tony Open," a 
golf tournament that has raised more than 
$900,000 for the American Cancer Society. 
Rodney Budnick, executive director of the so
ciety's Jackson unit said, "I can't think of an
other individual who has done as much for the 
American Cancer Society as Tony Consolino." 
That event was special to him because of his 
personal battle with lung cancer, a battle he 
appeared to have won. "The greatest tribute 
people can pay would be to show support for 
the thing dad worked hardest at," said Phillip 
Consolino, one of Tony Consolino's six chil
dren. 

A man who devoted his adult life to hard 
work, charitable causes and his family, Tony 
Consolino will be missed by friends and family 
for his devotion to others which is evident in 
a statement he made: "A community is like a 
business. You can't keep taking out of it with
out putting something back, or it starts to dete
riorate." 

You can multiply all of the good things Tony 
Consolino did many times over, for he was t_he 
patriarch of a large family. Whatever he was 
to the community, he was first of all an exam
ple to the six children he and his wife Emma 
brought into this world, and to the many 
grandchildren those children bore. His legacy 
and influence will continue through those chil
dren and grandchildren because of the strong 
values he left with them. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO ROSE 
MARY SHEPHERD FOR 37 YEARS 
OF DEDICATED SERVICE AS AN 
EDUCATOR AND SCHOOL ADMIN
ISTRATOR 

HON. GLENN POSHARD 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Rose Mary Shepherd, an educator and 
school administrator, who has enriched the 
quality of education for thousands of children 
in my district. Her strong commitment to the 
betterment of education in southern Illinois 
and across the Nation has provided students 
an opportunity to realize and achieve their 
goals and dreams. 

Rose Mary Shepherd has served the south
ern Illinois school system for 37 years in sev
eral important capacities. After graduating 
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from Southern Illinois University in 1957, Rose 
Mary began her teaching career as an English 
teacher at Edwardsville High School in 
Edwardsville, IL. Rose Mary continued to 
teach in high schools and universities in 
southern Illinois until 1973. In 1977, Rose 
Mary began serving with diligence in the office 
of the regional superintendent as Assistant 
Regional Superintendent. In 1985, Rose Mary 
was appointed Regional School Superintend
ent of Clark, Coles, Cumberland,. Edgar, 
Moultrie and Shelby Counties, a position she 
has proudly held until her retirement this year. 

As an educator, I understand the commit
ment and hard work that goes into developing 
and maintaining a sound and successful edu
cational program. On behalf of the people of 
the 19th Congressional District, I would like to 
congratulate Rose Mary Shepherd on her re
tirement, and personally thank her for dedicat
ing her life to one of the most important and 
necessary professions in our country. 

BOSNIA 

HON. GERAID B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, last week we 
in the House did ourselves proud by voting to 
lift the arms embargo against the beleaguered 
people of Bosnia. I would first like to extend 
my thanks and congratulations to the 242 
Members who voted to do the right thing. The 
Western response to the Serb onslaught in the 
Balkans has been cowardly and myopic and I 
am proud to be a part of this body which 
chose to rise above the level of the bureau
crats who have scripted this shameful dis
grace. 

Mr. Speaker, George Melloan of the Wall 
Street Journal has written a magnificent article 
on the Bosnian situation, and I would like to 
submit it for the RECORD. 

Mr. Melloan reveals what the true stakes in 
Bosnia are, eloquently weaving in the lessons 
we learned from WW II and D-day. The author 
also caustically, but accurately, describes the 
intellectual and moral poverty of the United 
Nations, European Community, and United 
States response to this 3-year-old crisis. 

Basically, says Mr. Melloan, the issue in 
Bosnia is not peace, but peace with freedom 
and justice. Just as it was during WW II. If the 
logic of the peace-at-any-price bureaucrats 
running our Bosnia policy were applied to WW 
II, D-day would have never happened. We and 
the British would have just rolled over, all in 
the name of peace. Well, Mr. Speaker, fortu
nately we had some moral leadership during 
WW II, as well as during the cold war. But 
today we have no moral leadership. We have 
only bureaucrats. As Mr. Melloan aptly states, 
"Only real leaders deal in values. Bureaucrats 
just do arrangements." I share Mr. Melloan's 
contempt for these bureaucrats and I am sure 
the majority of those who voted to lift the em
bargo do too. 

The problem, Mr. Speaker, is that the Clin
ton administration still does not appear to 
have gotten the message. As we read in the 
article, Secretary Christopher, on the day we 
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voted to lift the Bosnian embargo, was busy 
doing an arrangement of his own, telling Serbs 
that we will lift the embargo against them if 
they accede to a plan to divide Bosnia. But 
asked whether we would resurrect our dis
carded plan to arm the Bosnians in the event 
that the Serbs blocked the partition plan, Sec
retary Christopher wasn't talking. In other 
words, a carrot for the aggressor Serbs, and 
a stick for the Bosnian victims. In other words, 
an arrangement, not justice. 

This is why I have dubbed this administra
tion the "appeasement" administration, Mr. 
Speaker, and it is why the conferees on the 
defense bill should include the House lan
guage on Bosnia. For without congressional 
leadership, there won't be any leadership. 

I thank the Speaker and submit the article 
by Mr. Melloan for the RECORD. 
[From the Wall Street Journal, June 13, 1994] 

NOT JUST PEACE, BUT JUSTICE, IS WHAT 
BOSNIA WANTS 

(By George Melloan) 
President Clinton should take a few min

utes this week to listen to the tapes of his 
own D-Day speeches. What he said about the 
war of a half century ago has application to 
a bloody struggle on European soil today. 
The Bosnian war was shoved off the front 
pages and airwaves by last week's Normandy 
celebrations, but it hasn't gone away. 

The Allies of 50 years ago knew what they 
were doing. It wasn't "peacekeeping." It was 
war-making, against a tyranny that had 
locked its iron grip on Europe. Generals and 
privates alike believed in the Allied cause, 
which helps explain why so many willingly 
faced death and why the Allies ultimately 
prevailed. 

It has been argued by President Clinton, 
among others, that things were "simpler" 
back then. Everyone knew that the Nazis 
were the bad guys. But are things really so 
much more complicated today? Only a little 
over a year ago, the West was willing to call 
Serbia the aggressor against the Bosnian 
government, something that seemed self-evi
dent to everyone in the world who owned a 
television set. "Ethnic cleansing" and lob
bing shells into crowded market places did 
not qualify the top Serbs, Slobodan 
Milosevic and Radovan Karadzic, to be any
one's heroes or role models. 

Things only got complicated in May 1993, 
when the Clinton administration decided 
that the U.S. should avoid "taking sides" in 
Bosnia. In other words, the U.S. approach 
would be purged of all considerations of val
ues or ethics. While that might be consistent 
with the way much public policy is made 
these days, it's a shallow-minded way to ap
proach a war. The Bosnians want peace, but 
more than peace they want justice. Because 
the thirst for justice is a powerful human 
impulse, the Bosnians have fought on, even 
though outgunned by Serbia and constantly 
advised to settle-and even threatened if 
they don't-by the U.N. and U.S. 

If the United Nations had been conducting 
U.S. foreign policy in 1940, as it appears to be 
today, it would have advised England. to ac
cept Hitler's offers of peace. A politically 
decadent France had been quickly van
quished and Hitler's armies were poised to 
vault the channel. We'll send some "peace
keepers" to protect you, the U.N. would have 
said. There were no such seductive promises 
·to Winston Churchill, not that it would have 
mattered. He defied Hitler and began prepar
ing to defeat the evil Nazi empire. 

The relevance today of those long ago 
events has to do with that word "justice." 
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The Bosnians don't think the U.N. is inter
ested in delivering justice. Why should they? 
Only real leaders deal in values. Bureaucrats 
just do arrangements. such as the proposal 
that Bosnia accept Serb control over 70% of 
its territory. The communities and prop
erties Bosnians had lost to ethnic cleansing 
would go to Serbs. What kind of justice is 
that? 

Since then, and particularly since the 
Bosnian army ·began demonstrating greater 
effectiveness, the U.N. has sweetened its 
offer. But if the Bosnians have strong sus
picions that the U.N. and the West have been 
merely following the path of least resistance, 
they have ample justification. The U.N. em
bargo crippled Bosnia's ability to obtain 
heavy weapons to fight the well-armed 
Serbs. It put Bosnia at a great early dis
advantage it has not yet overcome. 

Moreover, Yasushi Akashi, the U.N.'s limp
wristed vicar in Bosnia, even seems willing 
to spare the Serbs from embargo hardships. 
An article in London's Daily Telegraph last 
month said that quantities of imports, in
cluding oil and material for armaments, are 
flowing into Serbia across its border with 
Macedonia. An anonymous U .N. official was 
quoted as saying that Mr. Akashi had termed 
this violation an "external" matter having 
nothing to do with him. 

Mr. Akashi, as with most bureaucrats, 
keeps his finger to the wind. He has no doubt 
noticed that the Russians are back in busi
ness, as of February, and are siding with the 
Serbs. The French, unabashed by the fact 
that they have lost three wars and caused 
untold hardship for their allies in this cen
tury, are applying their vaunted realisme to 
trying to stage-manage this war. Mr. Clin
ton, apparently, would just like to forget the 
whole thing. 

Bosnians and Serbs agreed to yet another 
"ceasefire" last week. For the moment, the 
horrors of Rwanda, the Yemens and Haiti 
and a bellicose North Korea dominate TV 
screens. But nothing is settled. Just before 
last week's agreement to suspend hostilities 
for a month-a deal that has at least reduced 
the level of violence-the war had reached a 
crucial strategic juncture. The Serbs were 
beginning to feel that their gains were 
threatened. 

Two things have happened. The Croats, 
who were the first victims of Serbian aggres
sion, are aligning themselves when it suits 
their interests with the Bosnian army. 
That's because a few local beatings have per
suaded them that the Bosnians are becoming 
a more effective military force. The second 
development is that the focus of the war has 
shifted to a town called Brcko, which con
trols the route through which .supplies from 
Serbia move to Serb forces in Bosnia and 
Croatia. Should the Bosnian and Croatian 
forces retake Brcko-a Bosnian Muslim en
clave before the Serbs "cleansed" it early in 
the war-it could swing the military advan
tage away from Serbia and toward the 
Bosnians. 

The U.N. 's reaction to this possibility was 
to try to make Brcko a safe haven-for the 
Serbs who now occupy it. Then Mr. Akashi 
pushed for a ceasefire, which the Serbs badly 
wanted, no doubt to enable them to 
strengthen their grip on the strategic cor
ridor that runs through Brcko. Standing up 
to heavy pressure from the U.N. for a long 
cessation of hostilities, the Bosnians last 
week agreed to stop fighting, but only for a 
month. 

So what is the U.S. position now? At a 
NATO gathering in Istanbul last week, Sec
retary of State Warren Christopher offered a 
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clue. He said that the Clinton administration 
would consider lifting the sanctions against 
Serbia if the Bosnians didn't accept a settle
ment the U.S. will soon devise. That's a 
rather idle threat when you consider that 
the U.N. isn't stopping much materiel from 
getting into Serbia now. But it was sym
bolic. It meant that the U.S. has turned over 
world leadership to France. 

From having branded Serbia the aggressor, 
the U.S. has swung 180 degrees and is now 
putting the heat on the victims, just when 
the Bosnians are beginning to fight back 
with some effectiveness. Realisme indeed. No 
wonder the Bosnians, and much of the world, 
wonder whatever happened to that sense of 
justice that motivated the heroics of D-Day. 

THE ISLAND OF GUAM MOURNS 
FOR THE ARRIOLA FAMILY 

HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD 
OF GUAM 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, this week, 

the people of Guam and Chamorrus all over 
the Nation share the sorrow of the Arriola fam
ily. Last Monday morning in Oceanside, CA, 
Marine lance corporal Jesse Arriola and his 
wife, Angela, left their children with Jesse's 
brother, Joey. Shortly thereafter, a fire broke 
out in the residence, killing the Arriola's four 
children and Joey. 

Our prayers are with the Arriola family as 
they grieve for the souls of Joshua, Jesse, Jo
seph, Jeremiah, and Joey. On our island, we 
value family above all else and view our com
munity as more than just a collection of 
strangers. The person down the street is not 
an anonymous face but a cousin, a brother, a 
sister. This familial bond does not stop at the 
shores of our island. Wherever a member of 
our family feels pain, we all share that senti
ment. 

The tragedy that has befallen the Arriola 
family strikes at the heart of our community. A 
family has been torn apart. So our extended 
family must respond with love and prayer and 
hope. We are with the Arriola's in their time of 
need. 

INFO-HIGHWAY TO NOWHERE 

HON. MARTIN T. MEEHAN 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 
Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, the information 

superhighway envisioned by Vice President 
GORE and officials in the industry, has taken 
flight. The information age is allowing compa
nies to conduct research at record speed and 
with minimal cost. New businesses have 
cropped up around the United States which 
specialize only in the dissemination of data 
and statistics. One such business, IQ Inc. was 
featured in a Christian Science Monitor article 
which I would like to share with you. 

[From the Christian Science Monitor, Mar. 
30, 1994] 

INFO-HIGHWAY TO NOWHERE 

(By James Matarazzo and David Manshel) 
A stunning irony underlies the current 

push to create a National Information Super-
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highway. The United States government is 
preparing to spend a minimum of $400 mil
lion to get the proposed information conduit 
up and running over the next several years
but is ignoring the dwindling supply of infor
mation professionals trained in "data acqui
sition" that the National Information Super
highway will require to operate. 

The U.S. government has to foster the 
growth of "information managers," or we 
will have built a road at the same time we 
have closed some of the most important on
ramps. 

That is because corporations and others 
are closing their business and technical in
formation centers at a furious pace. Since 
1990, hundreds of prestigious information 
centers, such as those at the Bank of Amer
ica, Liberty Mutual Insurance, Department 
of Defense bases, Department of Defense 
bases, Department of Interior, Houghton 
Mifflin, Digital Equipment. Corporation, and 
the Engineering Societies Library have 
closed or been drastically curtailed. Many of 
these units were in operation 30 years of 
more. 

Furthermore, fewer aspects are around 
who have the necessary experience and cre
dentials. The number of Masters of Library 
and Information Science Degrees conferred 
to the last decade has decreased 50 percent. 
These graduates will be many of those with 
the skill and know-how needed to navigate 
150,000 on-line sources of information and 200 
million on-line records. 

Yet we see self-congratulatory rhetoric 
that "information" is America's competitive 
edge and that the federal government will 
foster the growth of these information con
duits or networks. 

Do public officials really believe that har
ried executives will find the time or acquire 
the expertise to use a GOPHER program? Or 
patiently investigate the data bank cat
egories of Dialog? Much less quarry the card 
catalogue of the Library of Congress. 

The answer to this vacuum of expertise lies 
in a two-pronged solution. First, in tandem 
with the kind of government support and 
subsidy that is impelling creation of the in
formation superhighway, there has to be sup
port for the training and employment of ex
perts in "data acquisition"-the intelligent 
identification, sifting, collating and inter
·preting of the oceans of data ready to course 
through this information superhighway. 

Second, the government should encourage 
a recently introduced entity in the private 
sector: professional "informators" at com
mercial information agencies-small, tech
nology-rich, information-skilled entre
preneurial companies they have carved a 
niche by supplying "briefings" on demand on 
an overnight basis to the nation's 
decisionmakers. 

Such widely respected companies as ITT/ 
Sheraton, Mccann-Erickson, Phillips Petro
leum, FMC Corp., Smith Barney Shearson, 
Maxwell Laboratories, and McGraw-Hill 
have tentatively begun using the 
"informator" alternative and are achieving 
results. 

They need to be encouraged to continue 
using this commercial information agency 
option; both to spur the growth of these im
portant new riders on the nascent informa
tion highway and because their use maxi
mizes management time and resources that 
are often frittered away on dead-end re
search. 

Simply giving desktop access to informa
tion resources to untrained, overburdened, or 
unmotivated executives only adds to the 
"hidden costs" of corporate downsizing. Car-
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porate executives now face a "make or buy" 
decision: If they are to maintain the com
petitive advantages of our "information so
ciety" they must choose to maintain either 
the in-house information center or the serv
ices of "informators" at comm~rcial infor
mation agencies, or both. The federal gov
ernment should encourage any of these op
tions. 

If our elected leaders allow the current de
cline to accelerate, we may find we have 
built a National Information Superhighway 
to nowhere. 

PERSIAN GULF SYNDROME 

HON. DICK SWETT 
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Speaker, thousands of 
American service personnel who served in the 
Persian Gulf v1ar are suffering from a mul
titude of symptoms and ailments, very likely as 
a result of their service in that region. These 
ailments include muscle and joint pain, mem
ory loss, and sores and rashes. Thus far, phy
sicians have been unable to diagnose the 
cause of these disorders. But they know it is 
real and they have given it a name-Persian 
Gulf Syndrome. Real people are suffering real 
illnesses-illnesses that have caused many of 
them to be unable to serve their country, sup
port their families, or maintain a normal, active 
life. 

What causes this illness? We do not know, 
and we will not know until our Government 
conducts a complete, thorough, and honest in
vestigation. 

Mr. Speaker, the Senate Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs recently 
released a report which concluded that, de
spite the Department of Defense's repeated 
denials, there is substantial evidence that U.S. 
servicemen and women were exposed to low
level chemical and biological warfare agents 
and toxins during the gulf war. 

If our service personnel in the gulf were ex
posed to dangerous chemicals, we need to 
know that and we need to know it now. This 
exposure may account for many of the symp
toms our veterans are experiencing. 

If exposure to chemical weapons is not the 
cause of Persian Gulf Syndrome, then what 
is? Could it be the smoke from the hundreds 
of burning oil wells? Or was it the quantity or 
quality of the nearly 40 protective inoculations 
given to the soldiers before they left for serv
ice overseas? Whatever the reasons, we must 
be swift and certain in our response to this 
tragic situation. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to be a cospon
sor of legislation that will offer some relief to 
our soldiers who are suffering from this mys
terious illness. The Veterans' Persian Gulf 
War Benefits Act would: First, provide benefits 
to Persian Gulf veterans with disabilities from 
their service in the war; second, direct the Vet
erans' Administration to develop case proto
cols and definitions; third, establish an out
reach program for Persian Gulf vets; and 
fourth, authorize further research. This legisla
tion has received the full endorsement of Vet
erans' Affairs Secretary Jesse Brown, the 
American Legion, and the Vietnam Veterans 
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of America. I laud the efforts of Secretary 
Brown and these distinguished organizations 
and urge all of my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this important piece of legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, Persian Gulf Syndrome, like 
agent orange before it, is a tragic side effect 
of war. Unlike agent orange, however, we are 
immediately confronting this issue and imme
diately providing support to our veterans. I 
commend the efforts of the Veterans' Adminis
tration and urge the Pentagon to continue to 
share information as it becomes available--in
formation which will help us restore the health 
and the well-being of our Persian Gulf war vet
erans. We owe that much to them, at the very 
least. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO RICHARD 
J. PLATTE, CONTROLLER, KENT 
COUNTY, MI 

HON. VERNONJ.EHLERS 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
acknowledge Richard J. Platte for his 29 years 
of faithful service to Kent County, in the heart 
of western Michigan. Mr. Platte, known as 
Dick by his associates and friends, has dem
onstrated a remarkable dedication to his ad
ministrative and fiscal responsibilities over the 
past 29 years. He will be honored by the com
munity today for his retirement from his posi
tion as controller of Kent County. 

A native of Kent County, Dick attended 
Grand Rapids Catholic Central High School, 
and pursued his degrees in higher education 
at Grand Rapids Community College, Michi
gan State University, and Aquinas College. He 
received a bachelor of science degree in 
urban planning from Michigan State University 
followed by graduate study at Aquinas Col
lege. In addition to his academic achieve
ments, Dick has been the proud father of two 
sons, Joe and Dan and a dedicated husband 
to his wife, Susan. 

During his tenure with the county, Dick 
served as county planner, administrative as
sistant, deputy controller and controller. For 
the past 19 years as county controller, Dick 
has managed the financial position of the 
county. In addition, he served as administrator 
for the Kent County Board of Commissioners 
on policy issues as well as advising and man
aging all of the county departments. 

Dick displays integrity, honesty, and a 
strong work ethic and expects the same from 
his employees. His outstanding work perform
ance, coupled with a keen understanding of 
conservative fiscal policies and commitment to 
the delivery of high-quality services, are the 
hallmark of his success. Dick's leadership has 
secured top bond rating for Kent County, a 
rating held by only 12 other counties in the 
country. 

Dick has also been actively involved in the 
community. He is involved with the work of 
many organizations, including Heart of West 
Michigan United Way, Kent County Coopera
tive Extension Program, Close Up, the Grand 
Valley Metropolitan Council, and the Grand 
Valley Blood Drive Program. 
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Mr. Speaker, I ask that the House of Rep
resentatives join me, the county board of com
missioners, Dick's family, and his many friends 
in honoring Dick for his extensive and dedi
cated service. Over the years, Dick has 
touched the lives of many people in our com
munity and it is fitting that the House recog
nize him today. 

HEALTH CARE WINDFALL FOR 
ORGANIZED LABOR 

HON. NEWT GINGRICH 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I thought my 
colleagues might be interested in the op-ed 
written by our colleague, Representative CASS 
BALLENGER. Representative BALLENGER clearly 
spells out how the Clinton health care plan 
creates yet another Government-sponsored 
windfall for organized labor. 
[From the Journal of Commerce, May 6, 1994] 

HEALTH-CARE WINDFALL FOR LABOR 

(By Cass Ballenger) 
With the help of millions of dollars in lob

bying funds, organized labor has sent a mes
sage: Passage of President Clinton's health 
Security Act is labor's top priority. A close 
inspection of the bill shows why. Mr. Clin
ton's health plan would create yet another 
government-sponsored windfall for organized 
labor. 

Mr. Clinton's plan will require virtually 
every employer to pay for 80% of employees' 
health-care premiums. It also would require 
employers to honor previous agreements, 
even if the benefits exceed what is mandated 
in the national plan. 

Consequer..tly, labor representatives in 
unionized companies will press for new bene
fits in other areas, such as increased wages 
or more generous retirement packages. But 
that's not all. Under the Clinton plan, em
ployers would have to negotiate with labor 
representatives over who will pay the re
maining 20% of premium costs. 

Currently, under the National Labor Rela
tions Act, issues that may be negotiated by 
labor and management are separated into 
two classes: mandatory and permissive sub
jects of bargaining. 

Mandatory subjects include wages, bene
fits, working hours and working conditions. 
Changes to these subjects may not be made 
by the employer without first bargaining 
with the union. 

Bargaining over a mandatory subject, such 
as health care, occurs when management and 
labor insist on different benefits. If they are 
unable to reach an agreement, labor may 
strike, or business may "lock out" employ
ees over the issue. If an agreement is 
reached, changes to mandatory subjects cov
ered in the agreement may not be made uni
laterally by the employer. 

Permissive subjects of bargaining, on the 
other hand, include any other item that the 
union and the employer may bring to the 
table, such as requiring secret-ballot strike 
votes and other internal union affairs. 

With permissive subjects; either party may 
initiate bargaining. The talks depend on the 
willingness of both sides to participate. If 
one party objects, the issue is taken off the 
table. Unions may not order a strike, nor 
employers a lockout, over permissive sub
jects. The subject is simply left unresolved. 
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The Clinton health-care plan would give 

organized labor one more area of mandatory 
bargaining. This is not the first time the 
government has proposed to give unions such 
an advantage. For example, the minimum 
wage law establishes a floor from which wage 
rates can only be negotiated upwards. Simi
larly, health and safety laws substantially 
diminish the need for bargaining over heal th 
and safety issues, allowing unions to spend 
their bargaining time and resources on other 
issues, such as increased benefits. 

The Heal th Security Act goes well beyond 
a minimum wage, or some other mandated 
minimum. Rather than requiring employers 
to provide a basic benefits package for em
ployees, the plan would mandate "com
prehensive and secure health care coverage." 

Included in this comprehensive coverage is 
hospital care, emergency services, preven
tive care, mental health and substance abuse 
services, family planning, pregnancy-related 
services, hospice care, home health and ex
tended care services, ambulance services, 
outpatient laboratory and diagnostic serv
ices, prescription drugs, vision and hearing 
care, periodic medical checkups and preven
tive dental services for children. 

Given this "Cadillac" plan, it is ludicrous 
that employers would be obligated by law to 
negotiate over additional health-care bene
fits, on threat of suffering the consequences 
of a strike. Yet under mandatory bargaining, 
labor unions would demand even greater con
cessions from already strapped employers. 

Under the Clinton bill, for example, com
panies with 5,000 or more employees could 
form a "corporate alliance," rather than 
joining a "regional alliance" with other 
firms. The choice carries tremendous impli
cations for companies and workers alike; as 
a result, it could become a focus of labor ne
gotiations. 

Even smaller employers using outside, cer
tified health plans could be forced to nego
tiate over which provider to choose. Other 
decisions traditionally left to management 
also could be affected. 

Moreover, employee benefits established 
under previous collective bargaining agree
ments would not be affected by the Health 
SecuritY Act. Union workers would enjoy the 
best of both worlds: federally mandated ben
efits and benefits guaranteed under their 
labor contracts. 

According to the Service Employees Inter
national Union, health care is the No. 1 is
sues at the bargaining table and the No. 1 
cause of strikes in unionized companies. 
While allowing management to negotiate 
health care benefits for their employees may 
be a good idea, mandating that they do so is 
not. 

Therefore, during markups of the presi
dent's bill, I will propose eliminating health 
care as a mandatory subject of bargaining, 
thereby reducing much of this tension be
tween labor and management. 

Without such an amendment, the Health 
Security Act will harm employers by requir
ing them to pay for comprehensive heal th 
benefits that far exceed a "basic" package. 
The act would give unions the force of law to 
demand even more concessions from compa
nies. 

When promoting his health-care plan, the 
president speaks of the need for equity of 
care for all Americans. Why, then does the 
president's plan so obviously favor one group 
over another? 

With millions of union dollars pouring into 
Democratic campaign coffers, that question 
is easy to answer. 
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WASIITNGTON REPORT 

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. HAMIL TON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
insert my Washington Report for Wednesday, 
June 15, 1994 into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD: 

THE U.S. TRADE DEFICIT 

During the past year, the U.S. economy 
has improved on several fronts. Economic 
growth is up, productivity is up, the federal 
budget deficit is down, and the unemploy
ment rate is down. But there has been little 
improvement in one area-the trade deficit. 

Last year Americans bought $132 billion 
more in goods from other countries than 
they bought from the U.S. About $60 billion 
of this deficit was with Japan alone. Our 
trade deficit is lower than it was in the mid-
1980s, but it is still much higher than it was 
a few decades ago, and the 1993 deficit was 
37% larger than the previous year's. What 
are the causes of this deficit? What are the 
implications? How serious a problem is the 
trade deficit? 

Causes.-Several factors have caused the 
U.S. trade deficit. First, over the past sev
eral years other countries have narrowed the 
U.S. lead in productivity and technology. 
That means they need to buy less from us 
and have more to sell us, thus driving up our 
trade deficit. A second factor is the value of 
the dollar. During the 1980s the U.S. dollar 
reached its highest level relative to other 
currencies in decades, although it has come 
down some since then. A higher value for the 
dollar makes U.S. goods more expensive 
overseas and also makes foreign products 
cheaper in the U.S.-thus boosting our trade 
deficit. Third, the large federal budget defi
cit also contributes to the trade deficit. The 
budget deficit has been covered largely by 
huge inflows of foreign capital attracted by 
our relatively higher interest rates. That 
keeps demand for the dollar high, which in
creases its value and makes U.S. goods more 
expensive abroad. A fourth factor is the low 
U.S. savings rate. When U.S. investment de
mand exceeds national savings, we turn to 
foreigners to fill the gap-and that means 
massive imports of capital from abroad in 
exchange for U.S. assets. In the 1950s and 
1960s, the U.S. had considerable trade sur
pluses because we had more savings than in
vestment. Fifth, we have inadequate market 
access in other countries: America has large 
trade deficits with Japan and China. Japan 
has the world's second-largest market, after 
the United States, but Japan does not im
port manufactured goods at anywhere near 
the rate of other large economies. And 
China, which is not a member of the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), 
does not adhere to the same principles of free 
and open trade that the U.S. does. A sixth 
cause of the trade deficit is the fact that the 
economies of Japan and Europe are growing 
at slower rates than ours. When countries 
are not growing, their appetite for imports
including U.S. imports-declines. Likewise, 
when economies are growing, as the U.S. 
economy did last year, they tend to purchase 
more goods from abroad. 

Significance Of The Problem.-There are 
two different views on the seriousness of the 
U.S. trade deficit. The first is that the trade 
deficit is not a major problem. A large inflow 
of imports helps keep our inflation rate low, 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
since more imports mean greater price com
petition. This competition means greater 
choices and cheaper goods for consumers. 
Our deficits have also provided developing 
countries a market for their goods so they in 
turn will be able to purchase .more imports. 

The other view contends that the large 
trade deficit hurts U.S. companies and costs 
American jobs. This view holds that the 
trade deficit is a serious problem because it 
indicates that Americans are buying more 
foreign products instead of U.S. products, 
thus creating jobs in other countries. That 
means lost profits in the U.S. and fewer 
good-paying jobs for less-skilled workers. 

Goods And Services.-The debate has been 
complicated by different ways of measuring 
the trade deficit. The merchandise trade bal
ance, which measures trade in manufactured 
goods, is the figure usually cited as the U.S. 
trade deficit. But the current-account bal
ance is a broader measure that includes not 
only manufactured goods but also services 
such as tourism and insurance. This gives a 
more comprehensive sense of overall U.S. 
trade performance, since the U.S. economy is 
dominated by service industries. In fact, 
nearly 80% of Americans work in service in
dustries, accounting for about 70% of the na
tion's gross domestic product. The U.S. cur
rent-account figures show a much smaller 
trade deficit of $76.8 billion in 1993, some 42% 
less than the merchandise trade deficit of 
$132.4 billion. To put this in perspective, the 
$76.8 billion current account deficit is about 
1 % of the size of the overall U.S. economy. 

Policy Prescriptions.-While some econo
mists say that the trade deficit is a non
problem, my view is that it is serious but not 
devastating. There is no reason to panic 
about the trade deficit, but we would be bet
ter off getting it down. The basic problem is 
that it mortgages future U.S. income to for
eigners. We must send huge payments abroad 
on what we owe them, and could be exposed 
to financial crises whenever the confidence 
of foreign investors in the U.S. economy is 
shaken. A large trade deficit tends to feed 
strong feelings of economic nationalism here 
at home and increase the risk of a trade war. 

Several steps should be taken to improve 
the overall U.S. trade performance. We 
should put a heavy emphasis on increasing 
exports. This has been the approach of the 
Clinton Administration, which has supported 
both NAFTA and the GATT in an effort to 
reduce overall world trade barriers and has 
implemented several new export promotion 
programs. We should also demand that spe
cific trading partners provide the same ac
cess for U.S. goods as we provide for their 
goods. Market opening negotiations with 
Japan, for example, are continuing. We 
should try to persuade people to switch their 
demand from imported to U.S. goods. In ad
dition, we should continue to reduce the fed
eral budget deficit in order to reduce domes
tic demand, and take steps to encourage 
greater national savings. Finally, we need to 
give attention not just to the trade numbers 
but also to what we are exporting. Reducing 
the trade deficit by selling more computer 
chips would do more to improve U.S. com
petitiveness and support high-paying jobs 
than would exporting more potato chips. Im
proving our competitive position starts with 
education and training as well as technology 
development. 

There is no simple solution to reducing the 
trade deficit. It has worsened over the years 
due to a variety of factors, and it will take 
efforts on several fronts to bring it down. 

June 15, 1994 
TRIBUTE TO THE SURVIVORS OF 

D-DAY 

HON. HOWARD COBLE 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I was privileged 
and honored to participate in a North Carolina 
ceremony to commemorate the 50th anniver
sary of the invasion of Normandy. This moving 
tribute to living D-day participants from our 
area was held at the Greensboro Historical 
Museum in Greensboro, NC. 

What made this tribute so special for me 
was the first-person testimony of the surviving 
servicemen. Each told his story of that fateful 
day of June 6, 1944, when America and her 
Allies launched the largest military invasion in 
history. Each veteran who spoke at the 
Greensboro event recounted his role in the Al
lied victory over tyranny. In addition, a 
Greensboro woman spoke about the situation 
on the home front at the time of the invasion. 

As a Korean war era veteran, I was honored 
to be asked to participate in the ceremony 
which commemorated the 50th anniversary of 
that historic World War II event. On behalf of 
the citizens of the Sixth Congressional District 
of North Carolina, we wish to recognize the 
contributions of the local men who landed at 
Normandy some 50 years ago. We salute: 
Bob Benbow of Greensboro, a member of the 
Navy's landing ship tank group: Gerald Clough 
of Jamestown, part of the 9th Air Force; Ar
chie Coleman of Greensboro, who flew in with 
the Army Air Corp's 82d Airborne Division; 
Frank Ellington of Eden, a member of the 
Army's 4th Infantry Division; and Weddie 
Huffman of Greensboro, who operated one of 
the Navy's landing ship gun positions. 

Each member of the D-day invasion gave 
an eyewitness account of what occurred in 
Normandy a half-century ago. Mrs .. Min Klein 
of Greensboro also spoke at the commemora
tive program and told the audience about the 
activities and concerns back at home. Mrs. 
Klein and her husband generously opened 
their home to any serviceman during the war. 
Her family operated what amounted to a wel
come center or USO center out of their 
Greensboro home. Her family's efforts on the 
home front helped assure victory overseas. 

Our thanks also go to Ned Harrison of 
Greensboro. Mr. Harrison coordinated and 
hosted the D-day commemorative program at 
the Greensboro Historical Museum. Ned, a 
World War II veteran himself, was not part of 
the D-day invasion, but served his country well 
as a member of the 15th Air Force. 

The citizens of the Sixth Congressional Dis
trict of North Carolina salute the surviving 
members of the D-day invasion, as well as all 
veterans of World War II. We also thank the 
Greensboro Historical Museum for honoring 
their efforts 50 years after their tremendous 
achievement. 
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FURTHER REMEMBRANCE OF THE 

VETERANS OF SOMALIA 

HON. ROBERT K. DORNAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 
Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

include in the RECORD six more stories on the 
brave United States fighting men who sac
rificed their lives in combat in Somalia. 

[From the Army Times, May 30, 1994] 
WHEN THE BASS RAN, IT WAS TIME FOR LEA VE 

Every May, Spec. Mark E. Gutting, 25, 
would try to schedule his leave around the 
opening of bass season. 

"To say he liked to fish is an understate
ment," says his father, Eugene Gutting. 
Fishing is a Gutting family enterprise, and 
Mark was an enthusiast. The family would 
take off for Lake Mitchell in Cadillac, Mich., 
when Mark was home on leave, says his 
mother, Barbara Gutting, herself an avid 
fisherman. 

The youngest of six children, Mark Gut
ting grew up in Michigan with a love of the 
outdoors. "He enjoyed just going out and sit
ting in the woods," his mother recalls. "Sup
posedly he liked hunting, although he never 
got anything. I think he enjoyed the solitude 
as much as anything.'' 

"He had a funnier side that we often saw," 
she says, remembering, too, that Mark had a 
knack for lifting spirits and making people 
laugh. 

"He had a good sense of humor and a lot of 
feeling for people," Eugene Gutting says. 
"He was especially concerned with helping 
new recruits." 

Mark Gutting studied economics and inter
national business at Central Michigan Uni
versity before enlisting in the Army. "He de
cided to go into law enforcement, and he 
thought going into the Army would be good 
training and a stepping stone to that," Eu
gene Gutting says. 

As a military policeman, Mark Gutting 
served in Operation Desert Storm and spent 
two years in Panama before being assigned 
to Fort Riley, Kan., in June 1993. At Riley, 
he was hoping the stateside assignment 
would mean regular hours and time to go 
back to school. Instead, two months after 
going to Riley, he went to Somalia with the 
977th Military Police Company. 

There, on Aug. 9, he and three other sol
diers died patrolling Mogadishu when a re
motely detonated bomb ripped through their 
Humvee. 

Mark Gutting was awarded the Purple 
Heart and a Bronze Star, his father says. "I 
thought the Army did a fine job [handling 
his death]," Eugene Gutting says. "There is 
a great deal of compassion there." Calls and 
'letters from Mark Gutting's friends who 
served with him in Panama and Somalia 
have given the family a glimpse of their son 
they might not otherwise have had. 

HE HAD "THAT SMILE" AND A DRIVE TO HELP 
"That smile" is something people are apt 

to bring up when they talk about Sgt. Cor
nell L. Houston. 

It was his smile that his wife, Carmen, re
members about their first encounter. She 
was walking down the street in her home
town of Mobile, Ala., when a car stopped to 
give her a ride. Inside was a girlfriend and a 
guy she didn't know. He had a big smile on 
his face. It was Cornell Houston. 

The Rev. Clate Borders of Thomas Memo
rial AME Zion Church in Watertown, N.Y., 
remembers that smile, too. 
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"I'll never forget it. He had a gold tooth up 

front," Borders said. 
Carmen Houston, 29, recalls her late hus

band's laugh. "He would tell a lot of jokes. 
He just had a way of making even your worst 
day . . . better." 

In many ways, Cornell Houston, 31, was a 
typical soldier. He missed his family; being 
away from them was hard, Carmen Houston 
said. But in other ways, Cornell Houston 
stood out. "He wanted to help everybody," 
Borders said. "He liked to help those who 
could not help themselves." 

He also had "willingness to take hold of 
anything and get it done," Borders recalled. 
The minister remembers mentioning to 
Houston on one occasion that the outside of 
the church needed to be cleaned. A short 
time later, Borders said, the grounds had 
been cleaned. Houston had rounded up a crew 
and took charge of getting the job done. "He 
didn't wait for things to get done," Borders 
said. 

Borders also remembers Houston coming 
to him to talk about joining the choir. "I 
don't know how to sing, but I've always 
wanted to do it, and I want to give it a try," 
Houston said. 

Houston was so open and wanted so badly 
to learn that Borders sent him to the choir 
director. "I thought he did OK," Borders 
said. 

After arriving at Fort Drum, N.Y., Houston 
became a Mason and was a board member of 
the Watertown church. 

Houston was assigned to C Company, 41st 
Engineering Battalion, at Fort Drum. He had 
arrived in Somalia in August 1993 on his sec
ond tour. He was wounded October 3, sustain
ing chest injuries, and died October 6 in the 
Landstuhl Army Regional Medical Center in 
Germany. Houston has been honored post
humously with the Purple Heart medal and 
the Bronze Star Medal with "V" device for 
valor. 

Borders believes the best way to remember 
Cornell Houston is for everyone to ''pick up 
his banner and go forward with it into the 
community." 

Carmen Houston also wants people to re
member Cornell Houston for his caring side. 
"It's like ... , " her voice trails off. "I miss 
him so much." 

THE MEMORIES INCLUDE HIS MEDAL OF HONOR 
MSgt. Gary I. Gordon was a smart kid, his 

teachers used to say, but he spent entirely 
too much time doodling. 

Tanks, battleships, helicopters, "anything 
and everything military-related," his moth
er, Betty Gordon, says from her home in Lin
coln, Maine. But even though his imagina
tion often drifted to things combative, his 
mother was surprised the day her son, then 
17, announced he had joined the Army. 

Gary Gordon, 33, was one of 18 soldiers 
killed during the Oct. 3, 1993, clash with So
mali gunmen in Mogadishu, Somalia. He is 
credited with saving the life of an injured 
pilot and was to be awarded the Medal of 
Honor posthumously May 23. 

His family remembers a quiet man with an 
artistic flair and a desire to write books 
about children. 

"He didn't talk much about his job, but I 
know he loved it a lot. It was like the ulti
mate job to him, being in that unit," his 
wife, Carmen, says of her husband's affili
ation with soldiers attached to U.S. Army 
Special Forces Command, Fort Bragg, N.C. 

"He didn't bring the military home 
though," she says. 

"The Gary I saw was all about 
family . . . and his children. He had these 
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special times with Brittany and Ian," like on 
Sunday mornings when he would spread the 
Sunday newspaper out on the kitchen table, 
she says. 

Brittany, 3, "always had to be a part of the 
newspaper thing," said Carmen Gordon, 29. 
"Gary would give her a sheet of newspaper 
and pour a little bit of coffee into her sip 
cup, and she'd sit there and mimic his every 
move, right down to the elbows on the 
table." 

And there were the woodworking sessions 
with Ian, 6. 

"When Gary made furniture, Ian was al
ways out there right by his side. Gary would 
give him some wood scraps, a hammer and a 
big thing of Elmer's glue, and there they 
were, the both of them covered in saw dust," 
Carmen Gordon says. 

After his death, Carmen Gordon went 
through his personal items and came across 
a letter her husband had written nearly five 
years before while in a hangar in Panama 
during Operation Just Cause. 

"It was filled with dreams of Ian growing 
up strong and of having grandchildren on his 
knee, but his last words were: 'In case some
thing should happen to me, be strong, never 
give up, and always look inside yourself for 
strength.' 

"Knowing that he felt I was strong makes 
me want to carry on." 

ONCE COMMITTED, HE DIDN'T WAIVER 
Sgt. James Casey Joyce was a man who 

could be counted on once he had committed 
himself to a project. 

Speaking of her son's leadership qualities, 
his mother, Gail Joyce, remembers "his abil
ity to focus on something and to be com
pletely committed to a cause or an idea; and 
once he made that commitment, he never 
wavered." 

Nowhere was this trait more apparent than 
in his military career. After spending three 
years in two different colleges, changing his 
major a couple of times in the process, Casey 
Joyce enlisted in the Army in November 
1990. 

"He wanted to go into the Army to get 
some focus and some maturity," says his fa
ther, retired Lt. Col. Larry Joyce. 

His father's military background "abso
lutely" influenced Casey Joyce's decision to 
enlist, says Larry Joyce. "He wanted to 
prove something to himself and to me." 

Determined to excel, Casey Joyce "chose 
probably the most difficult and challenging 
assignment he could," says Larry Joyce. He 
volunteered for service in the 75th Ranger 
Regiment, Fort Benning, Ga. " I don't think 
I could have done what he did," the father 
said during his eulogy at the October 9 me
morial service in Casey Joyce's native 
Plano, Texas. 

The extent to which Casey Joyce steeped 
himself in the values of the Ranger creed can 
be measured by the awards and decorations 
he earned in less than three years of service. 
These included his airborne wings, the Rang
er tab, the Pathfinder badge and the Meri
torious Service Medal. They are capped by 
the Bronze Star for valor he was awarded 
posthumously for his actions on the night of 
October 3, when he died fighting Somalia 
guerrillas in the back streets of Mogadishu. 

On at least two occasions, Casey Joyce 
also displayed an uncanny ability to predict 
the future. An avid Dallas Cowboys fan since 
boyhood, he had stood by his team during 
the lean years of the late 1980s. Then, while 
on leave in the summer of 1992, he went to 
the team's summer camp in Austin. "He pre
dicted they were going to win the Super 
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Bowl long before anyone else did," says Gail 
Joyce. 

He had made a similarly accurate pre
diction four years earlier while he was walk
ing through a mall in Plano and saw DeAnna 
Gray, then a high school senior, standing be
hind a counter. "He said to his friend, 'I'm 
going to marry that girl,'" says DeAnna 
Joyce. Roughly 21h years later, he did ex
actly that, in the same Plano church in 
which his memorial service was held. 

Seven months after Casey Joyce's death, 
his widow's voice still chokes with emotion 
as she remembers talking to him by tele
phone the night before his death. "We were 
planning a trip-he asked me if New Orleans 
was OK," she said. 

Hours later, a Somali sniper's bullet killed 
Casey Joyce and cost his family its most dy
namic member. "He was the spice in our 
life," says his mother. 

THE ROAD WASN'T EASY, BUT HE'D MAKE IT 
BETTER 

Cpl. Richard W. Kowalewski Jr. didn't have 
an easy road, but he had plans to make his 
life better. 

He bounced among several high schools as 
his parents moved, then broke up. He lived 
with his mother in Texas, with his father in 
Alabama, then with his grandparents in 
Pennsylvania. But he kept his sights on his 
future. Despite the school changes, he stayed 
enrolled in Junior ROTC. An avid chess play
er, he knew to plan his next several moves: 
After high school, he was going to join the 
Army, earn some money for college, get a de
gree in electrical engineering, and marry his 
girlfriend. 

"He kind of knew we didn't have the fi
nances to help him through college," says 
Richard Kowalewski Sr. "It was just some
thing he had all lined up, even before he 
graduated from high school, that he was 
going to ... go to the service, and then he 
could get his schooling." 

The younger Kowalewski completed basic 
training in June 1992. He was assigned to the 
3d Battalion, 75th Ranger Regiment, which 
deployed to Somalia in August 1993. 
Thoughts of his future shifted to focusing on 
a very tense present. "War is very sad and 
kills everyone in some way," he wrote to 
Donna Yarish, his fiancee, one week before 
his death at age 20 in the October 3-4 fire
fight. 

He had been planning to come home 
Thanksgiving, pick up his fiancee in Penn
sylvania and introduce her to his family. By 
the time Thanksgiving arrived, the elder 
Kowalewski had attended his son's funeral at 
Arlington National Cemetery, Va., and a me
morial service for the slain Rangers at Fort 
Benning, Ga. 

Richard Kowalewski Jr. was among the 
Rangers killed while their convoy, under 
heavy fire, snaked through Mogadishu side 
streets, trying to rescue U.S. soldiers in a 
downed helicopter. He was awarded the 
Bronze Star Medal for valor. 

Richard Kowalewski Sr. doesn't feel that 
sacrifice was repaid. He says for his son's fu
neral, the Army offered plane tickets and 
hotel rooms-for him and for his ex-wife. The 
senior Kowalewski was unable to use the 
plane ticket because he wanted the entire 
family to go together. He, his second wife, 
another son living with them and the grand
parents who saw that Richard Jr. completed 
high school, paid their own way to Washing
ton, then shared a single hotel room, the 
elder Kowalewski says. 

"They wanted to do for the immediate 
family-the mother and the father-and that 
was it," he says. 
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But Army officials say they are limited by 

law in paying for travel expenses to funerals. 
The service can pay for travel for a spouse 
and children, and for parents only if the sol
dier was not married or childless. 

"It wasn't that the Army didn't want to 
help [the Kowalewskis]; it couldn't," says 
Harry Campbell, an Army memorial affairs 
official. 

But when the family attended a memorial 
service at Fort Benning, Ga., the Rangers 
provided forms for families to list travel ex
penses for reimbursement. 

"When they send us a check, we'll just 
cash it and send another check back as a do
nation to the Rangers," Richard Kowalewski 
Sr. says, " ... The government, I felt, 
should have paid for it." 

HE HAD WORRIED ABOUT THE FUTILITY OF 
DYING THERE 

It had become a tradition in a family that 
had sent sons off to war: After Sgt. 
Dominick M. Pilla, 21, deployed to Somalia 
with his Ranger company in August 1993, the 
family put together a package of pepperoni 
sticks and balls of provolone cheese. 
Dominick's father, Benjamin Pilla, had got
ten such a package when he was serving in 
Vietnam. Frank Pilla, Dominick's brother, 
had gotten one while off the coast of Kuwait 
during the Persian Gulf War. 

Dominick Pilla's package was returned un
opened to his parents' home in Vineland N.J. 
He had been killed before it reached him. 

Dominick Pilla had heard his father's war 
stories and had seen the pictures he'd 
brought home from Vietnam. 

"I told him how people get killed and get 
wounded, lose arms or legs," says his father. 
"It's not all glory. He knew that." 

Regardless, Dominick Pilla decided as an 
adolescent that he wanted to join the Army 
and be a Ranger. He enlisted in the Delayed 
Entry Program while in high school, then 
took up a rigorous exercise and body-build
ing program to prepare for Ranger training. 

Benjamin Pilla and his wife, Diane, say 
Dominick Pilla had the cockiness of a quick 
study who excelled at his interests. For ex
ample, he liked riding Benjamin Pilla's 
1,400cc Harley Davidson motorcycle, among 
the biggest made. "He took his motorcycle 
test on it and passed," Benjamin Pilla says. 
"Most guys fail the first time on the big 
bike. He was a natural." 

The bike sat for months after October 3. "I 
couldn't ride that thing all winter," Ben
jamin Pilla says. "I just let it sit there be
cause it reminded me of him too much .... 
The last letter I got from him from Somalia, 
he said when he comes back, he was going to 
buy one so we could go riding together." 

Dominick Pilla and his father had a long 
talk in June 1993, during Dominick's last 
leave before deploying to Somalia. "He said, 
'I realize what we do, I could get killed or 
wounded. I just hope it's not Somalia or 
Bosnia.' He knew the futility of it," says 
Benjamin Pilla. 

Dominick Pilla was with a convoy taking 
an injured soldier from the October 3 fire
fight to be treated. He was killed when the 
U.S. Humvees were ambushed. Dominick 
Pilla was posthumously awarded the Bronze 
Star Medal for valor. 

"He was always a good, decent kid," says 
Benjamin Pilla. "Never in trouble, had good 
respect for law and for authority. Never gave 
me any trouble at all. 

"That's the kind that die, unfortunately." 

June 15, 1994 
ANTI-FLAG DESECRATION AMEND

MENT GAINS SUPPORT OF 43 
STATES 

HON. GERAID B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, after celebrat
ing Flag Day yesterday, it is an appropriate 
time to take a moment to honor the symbol of 
our Nation: the American flag. 

It was 217 years ago on June 14, 1777, that 
the Continental Congress adopted a resolution 
that gave us the American flag, known affec
tionately as the Stars and Stripes or Old 
Glory. And the world we live in today, just like 
the world which generations of Americans 
have lived in before us, is the best of the 
times and the worst of times. But at all times, 
America has honored this most special symbol 
of the strongest and freest nation on Earth. 

Protecting the American flag remains a 
cause which is dear to my heart, not to men
tion to the hearts and minds of millions of 
Americans all across this land. People fought 
and died for the constitutional rights we hold 
so dear. However, the Constitution was not at 
Saratoga or Gettysburg or San Juan Hill or 
Normandy or the Pork Chop Hill or Khe Sanh 
or Kuwait City. Instead, the flag which em
bodied those rights was at all of those battles 
and many, many more. No wonder then that 
veterans and their families have such outrage 
when they see someone burning or otherwise 
desecrating the flag for political reasons. 

Some folks condone this type of activity or 
surrender to those who portray it as a form of 
free expression. Well, while five unelected 
Justices of the Supreme Court say that the 
Constitution does not permit an antiflag dese
cration statute today, there is no good reason 
why we cannot pass a constitutional amend
ment to allow Congress to penalize this con
duct. And I'm not alone on this point. The leg
islatures of 43 States have passed memori
alizing resolutions calling on Congress to 
amend the Constitution to prohibit flag dese
cration. 

For the record, the States which passed 
these resolutions include: (1) Alabama, (2) 
Alaska, (3) Arizona, (4) Arkansas, (5) Califor
nia, (6) Colorado, (7) Connecticut, (8) Dela
ware, (9) Florida, (10) Georgia, (11) Idaho, 
(12) Illinois, (13) Indiana, (14) Kansas, (15) 
Louisiana, (16) Maine, (17) Maryland, (18) 
Massachusetts, (19) Michigan, (20) Minnesota, 
(21) Mississippi, (22) Missouri, (23) Montana, 
(24) Nebraska, (25) Nevada, (26) New Harnp
shire, (27) New Jersey, (28) New Mexico, (29) 
New York, (30) North Dakota, (31) Ohio, (32) 
Oklahoma, (33) Pennsylvania, (34) Rhode Is
land, (35) South Carolina, (36) South Dakota, 
(37) Tennessee, (38) Texas, (39) Utah, (40) 
Virginia, (41) West Virginia, (42) Wisconsin, 
and (43) Wyoming. State passing such resolu
tions in one chamber only include: North Caro
lina, Oregon, Washington, and Vermont. 
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A TRIBUTE TO CHARLES S. FURCA 

HON. JAMFS V. HANSEN 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

has had a grave impact on the missions and 
workers at the depot. Through it all, Mr. Furca 
has provided guidance for closing one depot 

OF UTAH activity, downsizing three other depot activi-
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ties, and resizing TEAD's workforce by cutting 

it nearly 40 percent to match funded work-
Wednesday, June 15, 1994 loads. Though TEAD has faced some of its 
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as the 40th anniversary of the Marlton lions 
Club. 

TRIBUTE TO GEN DOAK 

HON. SCOTI MclNNIS 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, Mr. Charles S. greatest challenges during his administration, oF COLORADO 

Furca has served as Civilian Executive Assist- Mr. Furca never lost sight of the importance of IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
ant [CEA] of the Tooele Army Depot [TEAD] employees' quality of life, with emphasis on Wednesday, June 15, 1994 complex from June 1981 through August the 'work environment, morale, and welfare of 
1994. Headquartered at Tooele Army Depot the people, and his actions have made his Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
near Tooele, UT, the complex comprises six concern obvious. pride that I rise before you today to pay tribute 
sites in four States, and employs over 2,300 Mr. Furca's outstanding performance of duty to an outstanding Coloradan. 
personnel. As the highest level civilian at is in keeping with the finest traditions of public For the past 24 years, Gen Doak of Glen
TEAD for the last 13 years, Mr. Furca has service, and reflects great credit upon himself, wood Springs has dedicated herself to the 
been the constant at the complex through Tooele Army Depot, and the U.S. Army. He is Glenwood Springs Library. Now, after so many 
seven commanders. His continued dedication exceedingly well equipped for the office he will years of service, she has decided to retire. 
and loyalty exemplifies the highest ideals and shortly assume at Sierra Army Depot, CA. Mr. Gen and her husband, Ed Doak, will spend 
standards of public service. Furca's sterling character, great ability, and in- their golden years with their children and their 

During his tenure as CEA, Mr. Furca was tegrity are assurances that he will carry on in grandchildren. They also plan to take advan
key in administering an annual operating a like manner within the U.S. Army Industrial tage of the magnificent Colorado trails and 
budget of $191 million, and was held respon- Operations Command. There is no doubt that mountains to pursue hiking, camping, and fish
sible for 67 percent of the Department of De- Mr. Charles S. Furca, who possesses such ing. Ed retired after 44 years of selling lumber, 
fense's stockpile of toxic chemical munitions. fine attributes of mind and heart, will enjoy a and both of their retirements are richly de
Under Mr. Furca's management, the TEAD long, happy, and successful career at Sierra served. 
complex remained responsive, flexible, envi- Army Depot, and that he will be a credit to his Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to commend 
ronmentally responsible, and cost-effective. He new organization, to his new friends, and to Gen and Ed Doak for their outstanding con-
has been adamant that customers' stringent himself. tributions to their community and to the people 
quality and schedule needs be met, and has of Glenwood Springs. 
demanded assurance that dollars spent were Both have earned reputations as trusted 
fully justified and used wisely. · 40TH ANNIVERSARY OF MARLTON friends, and devoted parents. I ask my col-

Mr. Furca was personally involved in the de- LIONS CLUB leagues to join me in extending to them both 
sign and construction of TEAD's consolidated HON. JIM SAXTON our very best wishes for a wonderful and well-
maintenance facility, a state-of-the-market deserved retirement, full of prosperity and 
automated overhaul facility. Due in large OF NEW JERSEY good health. 
measure to his actions, the $37 million build- IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES RETIRING DOAK LIKE RARE BOOK: 
ing was completed on time and within pro- Wednesday, June 15, 1994 IRREPLACEABLE 
jected costs-a rare feat these days-and the Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, the International (By David Frey) 
$7 4 million equipment contract was reduced Association of Lions Clubs is the world's larg- GLENWOOD SPRINGS-When the Glenwood 
by over $650 thousand with no degradation of est service organization with a membership of Springs library moved to its present location 
required performance. 1.4 million in 41 , 700 clubs in 180 countries a decade ago, head librarian Gen Doak 

Under Mr. Furca's management, TEAD con- and geographic areas. thought she faced a daunting task. It would 
tinued its enviable record in the environmental Their motto, "We Serve,'' exemplifies their take days to move shelf after shelf of books, 

Th St t f Ut h · d th d t f she figured. But before the morning was arena. e a e o a praise e epo or many community service proJ· ects. Those · h b · I over, 150 volunteers showed up and wrapped 
running t e est env1ronmenta management projects include aiding the blind, conducting the project up in a matter of hours. 
program of any Federal installation in the drug and/or diabetes awareness campaigns, That sort of community support is what 
State. TEAD was also recognized by the Di- and providing opportunities and support for the Gen remembers most fondly of her 24 years 
rector of Army Safety with a special award of handicapped and needy. with the library. on Sunday, the community 
excellence for its proactive safety programs, The International Association of Lions Clubs returned its gratitude, joining together at 
and has won the Department of Defense's has joined hands in a worldwide humanitarian the Hotel Colorado to wish her a happy re
value Engineering Award 5 straight years in a effort to eradicate preventable and reversible tirement. 
row with $63 million saved. blindness through Campaign SightFirst. In "She's a symbol of the community," said 

M F · f t t d bTty d Claudia Lange, vice president of Glenwood's 
r. urea is a man o es e a 11 • soun fact, the Marlton Lions Club is the only model Friends of the Library. Gen's warmth and 

judgement, and keen perception. He has per- club in New Jersey for this worldwide project. wit transformed the institution, Lang said, 
formed his official duties with unswerving in- On June 11, 1954, 21 members of the com- "It makes the library something other than 
tegrity and fearless determination. His forth- munity of Marlton, New Jersey were granted a a place to pick up books. It gives it the 
right, frank, and honest attitude in relation to charter to join lions worldwide in these en- human element. Gen epitomizes the human
governmental matters makes him a public deavors and extend to the populace of Marlton ity that we could all use." 
servant to be emulated by others. Time after these benefits. Gen credits much of the library's success 
time, he lead the efforts to make changes to Over the past 40 years, the Marlton lions to the Glenwood community that has sup
the way the Government does business when Club has extended the benefits of Lionism to ported it. That community spirit, she said, is 

why she and her husband Ed have no inten
the situation warranted. An example of this their community. Specifically, the Club has ei- tion of leaving town. 
was his involvement in the development of of- ther contributed to or sponsored such humani- "We want to live in a real community with 
ficial policy to utilize the Army Arsenal Act al- tarian projects as a drug awareness program · real people," she said. "I can't think of any 
lowing depots to compete in manufacturing for the community schools; annual scholar- better place to live." 
supplies for the Army. Mr. Furca led the efforts ships; eye examinations and eyeglasses, as Gen's retirement follows shortly after Ed 
to design and manufacture a high-mobility well as food baskets for the needy; and par- left Big John's Building & Home Center, 
trailer that the Army used as a pilot case for ticipation in various events in the Marlton com- after 44 years of selling lumber. Ed said that 
the Arsenal Act authority through the use of _ _munity. at his age of 72, and Gen's age of 68, the time 

to retire had come for both of them. 
make-or-buy decisions, thus paving the way · The Marlton Lions Club has become an in- Besides, Gen said, retiring now gives them 
for depots to compete in the future. tegral part of the community it serves. It time to enjoy active retirements together. "I 

Mr. Furca's tenure at TEAD has also seen brightens the quality of life for the residents. like to play," she said. 
defense downsizing resulting in severe work- I, therefore, urge the House of Representa- Already, their plans for the summer are 
load reductions and budget cutbacks, which tives to join me in recognizing June 11, 1994 mounting. Both enthusiasts of the outdoors, 
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the Doaks have ambitious plans for hiking, 
camping and fishing, interspersed with visits 
to children and grandchildren. 

Ed, who lent a lot of maintenance work to 
the library over the years, said he and Gen 
planned a clean break from the library, giv
ing the newcomers a chance to get settled in. 
"When we retire, it isn 't fair to the person 
who's coming in (for Gen and I) to be dab
bling around" he said. 

Gen said she had no plans of giving up the 
library altogether, though, and still intends 
to be involved in the citizens group, Friends 
of the Library. 

Meanwhile, the library must search for a 
new head librarian. Debra Bosna, secretary 
and treasurer of the Glenwood Friends of the 
Library, thinks Gen's shoes may be too big 
to fill , though. 

The key to being a great librarian, Bosna 
said, is experience. "The wealth of experi
ence that (Gen has) is not easily replaced," 
she said. It would take the new librarian at 
least another 24 years to match Gen's con
tribution, she added. 

LEGISLATION TO REQUffiE THE 
ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL TO 
ESTABLISH AND MAINTAIN A 
PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT SYS
TEM 

HON. ELEANOR HO~ NORTON 
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, today I intro
duce a bill to require the Architect of the Cap
itol [AOC or the Architect] to establish and 
maintain a personnel management system 
with modern personnel management prin
ciples. This bill establishes a personnel man
agement system, provides a procedure for its 
implementation, and establishes a procedure 
to process discrimination complaints. 

This bill is another important step in assur
ing that employees of the House and Senate 
have the same employment rights as other 
Americans. The AOC presents a particularly 
egregious example not only of an absence of 
most employee rights but of a personnel sys
tem that deserves the same as well. 

The AOC, a legislative branch agency, is re
sponsible for the structural, mechanical, and 
domestic care of the U.S. Senate and House 
buildings, Senate restaurants, Library of Con
gress buildings, Supreme Court building, the 
U.S. Capitol Building and Grounds, and the 
Capitol Power Plant. As of March of 1993, the 
AOC employed a staff of approximately 2,233 
full-time employees. Since the AOC is a legis
lative branch agency, it is not subject to the 
provisions of many personnel statutes that 
guide personnel policy for other Federal agen
cies. At the request of Senator BARBARA MI
KULSKI, a member of the Senate Committee on 
Rules and Administration and its chair Senator 
WENDELL FORD, GAO investigated personnel 
policies at the AOC and published its findings 
in April of this year. GAO found that the per
sonnel system lacked consistent hiring and 
promotion practices, had no affirmative action 
program, was devoid of a performance ap
praisal system, failed to offer minimal skills
training opportunities, lacked a job classifica
tion system, exhibited deplorable underrep-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

resentation among minorities and women in 
higher paying skilled and managerial positions, 
and had limited communication between man
agement and the workforce. 

This bill requires that systems to address 
these shortcomings be employed with stand
ards and practices of modern personnel man
agement practiced by other Federal and pri
vate sector organizations. 

Today, three separate offices handle EEO 
complaints. The Senate Office of Fair Employ
ment Practices handles complaints for all Sen
ate employees and AOC employees who serv
ice buildings on the Senate side. The House 
Office of Fair Employment Practices handles 
complaints of all House employees but not 
AOC employees who work in House buildings. 
The Architect's Fair Employment Practices Of
fice handles complaints of AOC employees 
who work in both the House and Senate build
ings. Thus, while Senate AOC employees may 
file complaints with both the Senate Office of 
Fair Employment Practices and the Architect's 
Fair Employment Practices Office, the House 
AOC employees may only file complaints with 
the Architect's Fair Employment Practices Of
fice. The Architect's Fair Employment Prac
tices Office mediates and recommends resolu
tions. However, the Architect, against whom 
complaints are filed, makes the final decisions 
regarding each complaint. 

After a final decision is made by the Ethics 
Committee, AOC Senate employees may ap
peal. AOC employees assigned to House 
buildings are not afforded the opportunity to 
appeal a hearing decision. AOC employees 
assigned to the Senate are allowed judicial re
view of final administrative decisions by the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal circuit; 
House employees do not enjoy this privilege. 

This bill will allow all AOC employees to file 
charges with an independent agency, the 
General Accounting Office Personnel Appeals 
Board. The GAO personnel office was se
lected in order to avoid the cost and time con
suming effort it would take to create a struc
ture for a new independent office, and be
cause the GAO already has some oversight 
over AOC employees. 

This bill addresses the needs and concerns 
of employees in a fair manner in keeping with 
modern personnel management practices. The 
House has an urgent responsibility to address 
the abhorrent practices documented by the 
GAO. These deficiencies, present in the place 
where we work, deprive employees who di
rectly serve Members with dedication. This 
session of Congress must not close without 
action on a problem of special urgency not 
merely close to home, but in this House and 
in the Senate. 

MASTER CHIEF GEORGE H. GAS
SER RETffiES FROM THE U.S. 
NAVAL RESERVE 

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday , June 15, 1994 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I have the 
great pleasure of honoring Master Chief Elec
tronic Technician Submarine Warfare George 
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H. Gasser on the occasion of his retirement 
from the U.S. Naval Reserve after 33 years of 
tireless service. 

Master Chief Gasser enlisted in the Navy on 
October 16, 1961. His first submarine assign
ment was aboard U.S.S. Skate as an interior 
communication technician. He went on to be
come the honorman of his graduating class 
both at U.S. Submarine School at New Lon
don, CT, and IC "A" School at San Diego, CA. 

He has been generously decorated through
out his years in the Naval Reserve. They in
clude: the Navy Commendation Medal and 
Navy Achievement Medal, the Navy Good 
Conduct Medal, and the National Defense 
Medal for which he has received two awards. 

During his 33 years of service in our Armed 
Forces George Gasser has earned our com
mendation and deep gratitude for his lifelong 
service to the people of these United States 
and for his great patriotism. 

But he has also earned our gratitude for his 
many volunteer activities in his community and 
for his years of services as the elected county 
treasurer of Saratoga County. 

Mr. Speaker, in addition to his outstanding 
service in the U.S. Navy, George Gasser truly 
is a fine community leader and a man I am 
proud to call my friend. Would you all rise and 
join me in paying tribute to this outstanding 
American citizen. 

TRIBUTE TO THE STANLEY CUP 
CHAMPION NEW YORK RANGERS 

HON. JERROLD NADLER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 
Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

honor a truly remarkable group of athletes 
who on June 14 of this year ended a 54-year 
drought and brought the Stanley Cup back to 
New York City. I am, of course, speaking of 
the New York Rangers. 

The New York Rangers demonstrated the 
true spirit of New York City by consistently 
coming through when the chips were down 
and their backs were to the wall by winning 
the Stanley Cup for the best and most loyal 
fans in the world. 

It takes a lot to be a winner, and that starts 
with the Ranger organization. I would like to 
congratulate Bob Gutkowski, the president of 
Madison Square Garden, and Neil Smith, 
president and general manager of the Rang
ers, for building this winning team. 

You need a good coach who can get the 
best performance out of his players; the Rang
ers have a great coach in Mike Keenan. He 
has excellent coaches in Colin Campbell and 
Dick Todd, as well as exceptional trainers and 
equipment managers. 

To win the Stanley Cup you need great 
players. The Rangers are led by their captain 
and future Hall of Farner, Mark Messier, who 
scored the winning goal of the Stanley Cup 
final game. Brian Leetch, who played a key 
role throughout the season and playoffs, was 
awarded the Conn-Smythe Trophy as the 
playoffs' most valuable player. Mike Richter, 
the Rangers goalie, made many great stops 
all season and throughout the playoffs to bring 
the Stanley Cup back to where it belongs. 
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As we in politics all know, it is not just those 

who get the credit in the press who make 
things happen. You need a great core of sup
porting players, and I would like to congratu
late all the members of the playoff roster: 
Adam Graves, Kevin Lowe, Steve Larmer, 
Stephane Matteau, Alexei Kovalev, Esa 
Tikkanen, Sergei Zubov, Glenn Anderson, 
Sergei Nemchinov, Craig MacTavish, Joe 
Kocur, Jeff Beukeboom, Jay Wells, Brian 
Noonan, Doug Lidster, Nick Kypreos, Glenn 
Healy, Mattias Norstrom, Barry Richter, Eddie 
Olczyk, Joby Messier, Greg Gilbert, Mike Hart
man, Mike Hudson, Alexander Karpovtsev, 
and Corey Hirsch. 

Mr. Speaker, New Yorkers had to wait a 
long time to bring the Stanley Cup back to our 
city, but this week their patience and loyalty 
were amply rewarded. I am proud to represent 
these loyal sports fans of the finest team in 
the National Hockey League. 

THE RULE ON H.R. 3937, THE EX
PORT ADMINISTRATION ACT OF 
1994 

HON. SAM GIBBONS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday June 15, 1994 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to the 
rules of the Democratic caucus, I wish to 
serve notice to my colleagues that I have 
been instructed by the Committee on Ways 
and Means to seek less than an open rule for 
the consideration by the House of Representa
tives of the bill, H.R. 3937, the Export Admin
istration Act of 1994. 

ASTRONAUT DAY IN THE BRONX 

HON. JOSE E. SERRANO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to tell 
my colleagues of the wonderful visit astronaut 
Dr. Franklin Chang-Diaz paid to the South 
Bronx. 

Dr. Chang-Diaz is a veteran of four space 
shuttle flights, the most recent of which
ST5-60-was the first joint Russian-American 
space launch. 

On May 23 Dr. Chang-Diaz visited three 
schools in my district: Intermediate School 74, 
Junior High School 120, and All Hallows High 
School. He gave the students of these schools 
an inspiring, stimulating presentation which I 
am hopeful will draw youngsters from my com
munity into the fields of science and mathe
matics. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to offer my thanks 
to Dr. Chang-Diaz, to the principals of the 
schools he visited-Dr. Donald Fulton, Dr. Ar
nold Nager, and Brother Lawrence T. Mur
phy-and to all who contributed to the suc
cess of Astronaut Day in the Bronx. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

LEGISLATION TO MODIFY THE 
LAFARGE DAM PROJECT 

HON. STEVE GUNDERSON 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, today, 
join the citizenry of Wisconsin in bringing to 
fruition its effort during the past 2 years to re
solve an unhappy situation of the past 30 
years. 

In western Wisconsin, there is the small vil
lage of LaFarge. Often inundated by spring 
floods, the village sought assistance to control 
this periodic devastation. The Federal Govern
ment promised to help buy authorizing $5.5 
million to construct a reservoir and dam in 
1962; thus, the Lafarge dam and lake project 
was born. 

In pursuit of this goal, by 1969, 144 families 
were up-rooted from their farms, and the local 
school system suffered major losses in attend
ance. Over 8,500 acres were acquired and 
plans were initiated for the construction of a 
dam and reservoir for flood control, general 
recreation, and fish and wildlife purposes. 
Plans included the reconstruction of State 
Highway 131 and the construction of an edu
cational/visitors center. 

When the environmental impact statement 
was reviewed, concerns were raised over 
water quality impacts and the effects on rare 
species. Numerous archaeologic and historic 
sites were identified. For environmental rea
sons, work on the dam was suspended in July 
1975, leaving 61 percent of the dam 
uncompleted, while 80 percent of the land had 
been acquired. 

By 1990, it was estimated that annual 
losses resulting from the removal of family 
farms and the unrealized tourism benefits an
ticipated with the completion of the reservoir 
and education center totaled over 300 jobs 
and $8 million for the local economy. 

But to continue to look back at the losses 
only dimmed the potential for a vision for the 
future. 

Recognizing the tragic circumstances in 
which several generations of families in the 
area had found themselves, in 1991, Governor 
Thompson, State Senator Rude, State Rep
resentative Johnsrud, and I urged the resi
dents in the Kickapoo Valley to form a citizens 
advisory committee to initiate a plan for a 
positive resolution. Governor Thompson ap
pointed Alan Anderson of the University of 
Wisconsin-Extension as coordinator for the 
Kickapoo Valley Advisory Committee. The 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, 
Department of Transportation, and the State 
Historical Society provided professional assist
ance in the spirit of true cooperation. Over a 
span of 2 years the committee forged a con
sensus and recommended the establishment 
of a Kickapoo Valley Reserve. The State of 
Wisconsin concurred in their recommendation 
and passed legislation creating the Kickapoo 
Valley Reserve and Governing Board. 

Today, I introduced federal legislation with 
Representative THOMAS PETRI to modify the 
Lafarge dam project and to bring this project 
to a proper conclusion. This legislation will 
transfer to the State of Wisconsin the lands 
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associated with the project. The legislation 
also formally terminates, or deauthorizes the 
construction of the lake and dam portions of 
the original authorization. The modifications 
will authorize the $17 million necessary to re
quire the corps to complete two central parts 
of the original project: finishing the relocation 
of State Highway 131 and county Highway 
routes "P" and "F", along with the construc
tion of a visitor and education complex, rec
reational trails, and canon facilities. 

If the original project were to be completed 
today, the Corps of Engineers estimates the 
cost would be $102 million. Since the original 
authorization of the project in 1962, the corps 
has expended $18 million. Under the legisla
tion introduced today, the Federal responsibil
ity to conclude the original activities would be 
for $17 million, creating a savings of $66 mil
lion to Federal taxpayers. 

With the introduction of this legislation we 
bring renewed hope to the people that Gov
ernment can right a wrong. 

CABLE TELEVISION RATES 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, understanding 
cable television rate structures seems to re
quire an advanced degree in calculus, but we 
all understand the bottom line. When the cable 
monopolies were unregulated, East Bay con
sumers were gouged: from 1986 to 1991 rates 
rose up to 120 percent. Consumers demanded 
relief so Congress passed the 1992 Cable Re
form Act ordering the Federal Communications 
Commission [FCC] to regulate the cable oper
ators and reduce rates. 

Last year, the FCC set maximum rates for 
the cable operators that were intended to 
lower customer bills. However, the rates were 
still too high and cable operators too tricky so 
this year the FCC ordered a second rate re
duction. 

Last week, I announced that TCI had ig
nored the first set of Federal rules and over
billed East Bay customers by $1.1 million. This 
million dollar overcharge was discovered be
cause cities and customers filed rate com
plaints with the FCC. The 13th Congressional 
District was one of only a handful in the coun
try where every city filed a complaint to ensure 
a rollback to legal rates and maximum refunds 
to customers. 

Recently, TCI stated that it is reducing some 
rates, effective July 15, to comply with the 
second round of FCC mandated reductions. I 
always welcome cable rate reductions, but 
consumers should be wary. These newly an
nounced reductions don't change the fact that 
TCI has already violated FCC's first rate re
duction order, overcharged its customers, and 
now owes local subscribers a bundle in re
funds. Even the newly announced reductions 
may not be enough to bring the company into 
compliance with the law and the company 
may be forced to pay even more refunds in 
the future. 

The cable operators and the Federal bu
reaucracy are making this too complicated and 
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we're paying too much! I want to see rates 
simplified, lowered, and enforced. I also want 
cable operators to agree to a Cable Customer 
Bill of Rights and be held accountable, to their 
customers, for lousy service. I am continuing 
to work closely with East Bay cities and con
sumers to achieve these goals. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO EDGAR 
AND MARIE HOLLEY ON THEIR 
65TH WEDDING ANNIVERSARY 

HON. GLENN POSHARD 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay 
tribute to Edgar and Marie Holley of Mode, IL, 
who celebrate their 65th wedding anniversary 
today. In an era when families find it harder 
and harder to stay together, the Holleys are 
certainly deserving of this recognition for their 
65 years of companionship. 

Edgar, known to his friends as "Bud", 
worked as an Illinois farmer for over 50 years. 
Marie Holley devoted her life to raising their 
son, Gerald, who has grown up to be a fine 
young man. Edgar and Marie are active mem
bers of the Free Methodist Church in Cowden, 
IL. 

Their commitment to those around them and 
to each other is a shining example of what is 
good and right about our Nation. I wish Edgar, 
Marie, their son Gerald and his family greatest 
happiness on this very special day. May we all 
live such rich and distinguished lives as Edgar 
and Marie Holley. 

TRIBUTE TO DR. RAFAEL 
CORT ADA 

HON. WIWAM D. FORD 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Dr. Rafael Cortada, 
president of Wayne County Community Col
lege. Dr. Cortada is a dedicated advocate for 
public education and a respected friend, who 
is leaving his current position in order to move 
on to the next phase in his career. 

Dr. Cortada began his career in education in 
1957 as a high school teacher in New York 
and has risen to the position of president at 
several institutions of higher education, most 
recently at Wayne County Community College 
in Detroit, Ml. In addition, Dr. Cortada pre
viously served as president and professor of 
history at the University of the District of Co
lumbia and has used his expertise in Latin 
American and Iberian history to serve as a 
desk officer in the Foreign Service. 

Throughout the past 4 years, Dr. Cortada 
has contributed his expertise and leadership 
as president of Wayne County Community 
College. This school is a five-campus, multi
cultural institution with more than 12,000 stu
dents. Dr. Cortada has handled the challenges 
of directing a large educational institution with 
ease and efficiency, while also working with 
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elected officials to improve the state of public 
education in Michigan. 

In addition to his service as a professor, 
dean, administrator, and president, Dr. 
Cortada has always contributed his time and 
skills as a member of numerous community 
advisory boards, task forces, and education 
committees. Whether he was serving as an in
structor for the Michigan Cultural Diversity 
Program, as vice president for the Washington 
Task Force on African Affairs of African Stud
ies Association, or as a member of the health 
and welfare council of central Maryland, Dr. 
Cortada has given tirelessly of his skills and 
energy. 

As he embarks on the next phase of his ca
reer, Dr. Cortada and his leadership skills will 
be missed, as will his dedication to the im
provement of public education. I wish him all 
the best in his future position as dean/director 
at Ohio State University at Newark and as the 
president of Central Ohio Technical College. 

TRIBUTE TO THE JOINT PUBLIC 
AFFAIRS COMMITTEE FOR 
OLDER ADULTS [JPAC] 

HON. JERROLD NADLER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay trib
ute to the Joint Public Affairs Committee for 
Older Adults [JPAC] on the occasion of their 
16th anniversary celebration and volunteer 
recognition day. JPAC is a senior citizen advo
cacy group of representatives from over 120 
senior centers throughout metropolitan New 
York which has established a long and distin
guished record of service to the aging commu
nity. JPAC and its older adult volunteers have 
made great strides in bringing attention to and 
inspiring legislative action on the issues that 
concern senior citizens. 

Many of the volunteers at JPAC are older 
adult participants whose work has been the 
impetus for many worthwhile legislative pro
grams. In January of this year, JPAC's efforts 
contributed to the passage of lifeline banking 
legislation in New York State, which would re
quire all banks to offer low-cost checking ac
counts so that low-income customers are able 
to afford basic banking services. They were 
also instrumental in the restoration of $6 mil
lion to the fiscal year 1994 NYC budget to 
fund meals at home and at senior centers. 

JPAC has had many other victories in the 
legislative arena. Their efforts have contrib
uted to the establishment of a New York City 
Council committee on aging; the enactment of 
EPIC, a prescription drug cost relief program; 
increases in the State share of the SSI grant; 
limiting doctors fees for Medicare beneficiaries 
and limiting the impact of Federal, State and 
city budget cuts on the elderly. JPAC has also 
sponsored annual legislative forums on issues 
including health care reform, long term care, 
housing and Social Security. 

JPAC's longstanding commitment to the in
terests and issues of the elderly deserves to 
be applauded. I wish to acknowledge the hard 
work and dedication of the staff and volun
teers of JPAC whose efforts have truly made 
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a difference. Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues 
in the House of Representatives to join with 
me in paying tribute to JPAC and its volun
teers and in congratulating them on 16 years 
of exemplary service to the aging community. 

JIMMY GAUNCE: 38 YEARS OF 
LEADERSHIP 

HON. BART GORDON 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 
Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, whoever it was 

who said that leaders aren't born-they're 
made-just might have been thinking of 
Jimmie Gaunce, because over the course of 
his 38-year career in Tennessee's labor move
ment, he's done exactly what leaders do: He 
put his foot on the bottom rung of the ladder 
and then pulled others up behind him. 

On October 8, 1956, after serving his coun
try for 4 years in the Air Force, Jimmie was 
initiated into the International Association of 
Machinists & Aerospace Workers at the 
Queen City Lodge No. 1501 in Tullahoma, TN. 

He quickly moved up through the ranks, first 
as a job steward in his local lodge, then chief 
steward, president of District Lodge 169, presi
dent and directing business representative of 
the newly formed district and finally, as execu
tive vice president of the Tennessee AFL-CIO 
and president of the Tennessee State Council 
of Machinists. 

Today, his commonsense approach to is
sues and his commitment to what is right for 
workers, their families, and their communities 
is respected and admired throughout the 
State. 

But true to his middle Tennessee roots, I 
suspect the things Jimmie is most proud of 
don't have a lot to do with the titles he holds 
or the honors he's received or the conventions 
he's attended. If those were the things most 
important to him I doubt he'd be retiring so 
much earlier than his colleagues can afford to 
lose him. 

In fact, I suspect the things Jimmie is most 
proud of are his children and their mother 
Brenda and their six grandchildren and, come 
October, the birth of his first great-grandchild. 

After 38 years of leadership, Jimmie 
Gaunce is retiring. His leadership will be 
missed but as he starts a new chapter in his 
life, he can do so knowing that he always 
worked for what he thought was best for the 
hard-working men and women of Tennessee. 
Please join me in paying tribute to Jimmie 
Gaunce for his leadership and his diligent ef
forts to build a brighter future for Tennessee 
and the Nation. 

SCOUTMASTER ELMER McFADDEN 
CELEBRATES 50 YEARS OF SERV
ICE TO THE BOY SCOUTS OF 
AMERICA 

HON. HELEN DEUCH BENTLEY 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 
Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, my fellow col

leagues, I rise today to recognize Scoutmaster 
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Elmer McFadden upon his completion of 50 
years of dedicated service to Troop 303, Boy 
Scouts of America. 

In today's society, young people are subject 
to many negative influences. The reason we 
have youth crime problems in our communities 
is the lack of positive role models-men who 
are physically strong, mentally awake, and 
morally straight-who have the potential to in
stall a sense of responsibility and confidence 
in our youth and to teach values and character 
building. For the past 50 years, Elmer McFad
den has been exemplary in fulfilling this role. 

Elmer McFadden joined the Boy Scouts in 
1944 as a youngster. He earned his Eagle 
Scout Award in August 1949, and was pro
moted to assistant Scoutmaster in 1951. He 
has served nobly as Scoutmaster of Troop 
303 since 1957. It is the responsibility of us all 
to shape the character of America's youth, 
and Elmer has undertaken this great respon
sibility in ensuring the future of our Nation. 
Elmer has taught young males to be trust
worthy, loyal, helpful, friendly, courteous, kind, 
obedient, cheerful, thrifty, brave, clean, and 
reverent-the laws the Scouts are taught to 
follow. He has shown a great concern for the 
welfare of our Nation and I commend his ef
forts. 

Mr. Speaker, my fellow colleagues, I am 
proud to congratulate Scoutmaster Elmer 
McFadden upon his completion of 50 years of 
exceptional service to the Boy Scouts of 
America and Troop 303. 

EXCERPT OF DEMJANJUK 
ARTICLE 

HON. JAMFS A. TRAflCANT, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 15, 1994 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, yesterday I 
submitted part of an article dealing with the 
case of John Demjanjuk, a retired Cleveland 
auto worker who was extradited and tried in 
Israel as Ivan the Terrible. The Israeli Su
preme Court acquitted Demjanjuk and re
turned him to the United States. Below is the 
second part of this very important article writ
ten by Prof. Alfred de Zayas, a visiting profes
sor of international law at the Depaul Univer
sity College of Law in Chicago. He is also an 
expert on human rights who has published 
three books on the subject: 

I. UNITED NATIONS COVENANT ON CIVIL AND 
POLITICAL RIGHTS 

RIGHT TO A FAIR HEARING 

Article 14, paragraph 1, of the Covenant re
quires fundamental fairness by the courts, 
impartiality and equality of arms, Fairness 
also entails the requirement that a proceed
ing be held within a reasonable time. Sub
jecting Mr. Demjanjuk to a criminal pro
ceeding more than 40 years after the offences 
in question raises issues under this provi
sion, since it is extremely difficult for him
or for anyone in his position-to properly 
represent himself, in view of his old age and 
the near impossibility to obtain exculpatory 
documents, witnesses, or even to remember 
the events under investigation. 

Civil proceedings on his citizenship and on 
deportation also present considerable prob
lems because of the lapse of time. Immigra-
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tion records are notoriously incomplete and 
ambiguous. Apparently there is no written 
record of Mr. Demjanjuk's having been spe
cifically asked the questions "Were you a 
Nazi camp guard?," or "Did you engage in 
racial or religious persecution?," and of his 
having given a negative answer. Even if such 
record existed, it would still have to be prov
en that he had lied. Now, bearing in mind 
that he immigrated to the U.S. in 1952, in the 
middle of the cold war and the McCarthy era, 
it is more probable that the immigration of
ficers only asked him whether he had ever 
been a Communist or a member of the KGB. 
In any event, clear proof that he lied to the 
immigration authorities would have to be 
produced, and such proof would require a 
showing of intent, i.e., that he understood a 
specific question and that he deliberately 
gave false information. He cannot be penal
ized for not understanding an ambiguous 
question or for not volunteering information 
that was not asked. If the immigration au
thorities did not pose the crucial question at 
the time of immigration or at the time of 
naturalization, the government is estopped 
from doing so now. In this connection, the 
court must also consider that at the time of 
Mr. Demjanjuk's immigration, he probably 
did not understand the English language and 
that errors may have occurred in trans
lation. As the case may be, the burden of 
proof is on the government. 

Article 14, paragraph 2, requires strict ad
herence to the principle of the presumption 
of innocence, not only in all criminal mat
ters, but also in civil matters with penal ele
ments or consequences, such as denation
alization proceedings that may result in 
exile or forfeiture of an old age pension. 

Article 14, paragraph 3, requires that an 
accused person be tried without undue delay. 
Criminal proceedings in the Demjanjuk case 
commenced 41 years after the alleged events; 
appeal proceedings were concluded seven 
years later with his acquittal. The objective 
problems in ensuring an effective defense 
decades after the events are manifest. In this 
context some may be tempted to invoke the 
1968 Convention on the Non-Applicability of 
Statutory Limitations to War Crimes and 
Crimes Against Humanity. Yet, this Conven
tion cannot derogate from article 14, para
graph 3. of the Human Rights Covenant. 
Moreover, neither the United States nor Is
rael are parties to this Convention. 

RIGHT TO LIBERTY AND SECURITY OF THE 
PERSON 

With regard to Mr. Demjanjuk's detention, 
it is clear that to the extent that he was a 
suspected war criminal and a warrant had 
been issued for his arrest, his detention was 
lawful. On the other hand, it is questionable 
whether the length of detention was appro
priate in the circumstances of his case. Arti
cle 9, paragraph 3, of the Covenant provides 
that "it shall not be the general rule that 
persons awaiting trial shall be detained in 
custody, but release may be subject to guar
antees to appear for trial .. ., and should oc
casion arise, for execution of the judgment." 
Accordingly, the question must be examined 
whether Mr. Demjanjuk could have been al
lowed to remain with his family, on bail, 
while awaiting the criminal proceedings 
against him, unless there was a showing that 
there was an imminent danger of his fleeing 
the jurisdiction or of his tampering with evi
dence against him (See Views of the United 
Nations Human Rights Committee in case 
No. 23811987, Bolanos v. Ecuador and in case 
No. 305/1988, van Alphen v. The Netherlands). 
Moreover, Mr. Demjanjuk was entitled to 
immediate release upon his acquittal. Pursu-
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ant to the established jurisprudence of the 
Human Rights Committee, the expert body 
established to monitor compliance with the 
Covenant, Mr. Demjanjuk's continued deten
tion in Israel for eight weeks following ac
quittal would appear to be in breach of arti
cle 9, paragraph 1, because the prolonged de
tention could be seen as arbitrary and thus 
amount to a violation of the right to liberty 
and security of the person (Human Rights 
Committee, Views in case No. 37/1979 Soriano 
de Bouton v. Uruguay, and in case No. 33/1978 
Buffo Carballal v. Uruguay). Since the Unit
ed States extradited Mr. Demjanjuk to an
other jurisdiction, it bears responsibility for 
any violations of his human rights in that 
jurisdiction. 

PROHIBITION OF ARBITRARY DEPORTATION 

With regard to the issue of expulsion or de
portation, judges must take into consider
ation that under international law a state 
cannot expel its own nationals. Similarly, 
the United Nations Human Rights Commit
tee has made clear in the examination of 
states reports under the Covenant (inter alia 
those of Burundi, Venezuela and Zaire) that 
states may not expel their own nationals. 

As to aliens, article 13 of the Covenant im
poses certain conditions that must be satis
fied before any deportation. It would be in
compatible with the object and purpose of 
the Covenant for a state to attempt cir
cumventing this prohibition by simply dena
tionalizing a person in order to facilitate his 
expulsion as an alien. 

RIGHT TO RETURN TO ONE'S COUNTRY 

Article 12. paragraph 4, provides that "no 
one shall be arbitrarily deprived of the right 
to enter his own country." If deported, Mr. 
Demjanjuk would be barred from reentering 
the United States. Considering that Mr. 
Demjanjuk has lived most of his life in the 
United States, that he was a citizen for dec
ades, that his entire family lives in the Unit
ed States and that he has no links to other 
countries, there can be no doubt that the 
U.S.A. is "his own country." Unlike the 1950 
European Convention for the Protection of 
Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms 
and the 1969 American Convention on Human 
Rights (Pact of San Jose), both of which 
grant the right of reentry only to citizens, 
the Covenant uses the broader term "his own 
country." An examination of pronounce
ments by the Human Rights Committee, 
both in the consideration of states reports 
and of cases submitted under the Optional 
Protocol, reveals that "his own country" 
should be interpreted broadly, so as to apply 
not only to citizens but also to permanent 
residents. 

RIGHT TO PRIVACY AND FAMILY LIFE 

Article 17, paragraph 1, guarantees the 
right to privacy, home and family life. The 
concept of family in international human 
rights law includes not only the "nuclear 
family" but also grown-up children and 
grandchildren. The deportation of Mr. 
Demjanjuk would violate his right to family 
life, because he would be separated from his 
entire family . In this context the jurispru
dence of the European Court of Human 
Rights indicates that deportation of a person 
in Mr. Demjanjuk's situation would entail a 
violation of article 8 of the European Con
vention (see infra). 

Article 17, paragraph 2, stipulates that ev
eryone has the right to the protection of the 
law against unlawful attacks on one's 
honour and reputation. Mr. Demjanjuk has 
endured years of slander and libel as the pur
ported Ivan the Terrible. Now he is treated 
as if it had already been proven that he was 
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a Nazi guard, in violation of the presumption 
of innocence. 

RIGHT TO EQUALITY OF TREATMENT 

Article 26 requires equality before the law. 
Currently one .particular category of immi
grants is being singled out for denationaliza
tion and deportation: persons who served the 
Nazi regime, whether voluntarily or through 
conscription. By contrast, Japanese immi
grants, some of whom fought against the 
United States in World War II and who may 
have committed war crimes or engaged in 
persecution against Koreans and Chinese, are 
not being investigated or prosecuted. Neither 
are other immigrants to the United States 
who may have participated in persecution 
against racial or religious minorities, includ
ing Russian KGB officers who may have been 
involved in murders such as those at Katyn 
Forest in 1940. Furthermore, the denial of so
cial security old age benefits only to the cat
egory of immigrants who wore German uni
forms discriminates against them. The arbi
trary nature of some denationalization and 
deportation proceedings is also manifested 
by the fact that the target group is being 
subjected to this treatment not because of 
proven conduct but only because of their sta
tus. 

PROHIBITION OF INHUMAN OR DEGRADING 
TREATMENT 

Article 7 stipulates that "no one shall be 
subjected to torture or to cruel, inhuman or 
degrading treatment of punishment." The 
nature of the proceedings against Mr. 
Demjanjuk, the hostile atmosphere that ac
companied the extradition, the surrender for 
trial in Israel (which engages the respon
sibility of the United States), the initial 
trial in Israel, the demonstrations of 
jubliation following his being sentenced to 
death in April 1988, the ensuing years of un
certainty-commonly known as "death row 
phenomenon" following the landmark judg
ment of the European Court of Human 
Rights in the Soering v. United Kingdom 
case-the continued detention for eight 
weeks following acquittal by the Israeli Su
preme Court: all these elements, taken cu
mulatively, may be deemed to amount to 
cruel and degrading treatment. 

RIGHT TO COMPENSATION 

If indeed Mr. Demjanjuk is not Ivan the 
Terrible, the question arises whether he is 
entitled to compensate for miscarriage of 
justice. It is surprising that hitherto both 
the press and legal literature seem to ignore 
the fact that Mr. Demjanjuk may have a jus
tifiable claim for compensation; and yet, 
this is an established right in international 
law. Article 9, paragraph 5, of the Inter
national Covenant on Civil and Political 
Rights provides that "Anyone who has been 
the victim of unlawful arrest or detention 
shall have an enforceable right to compensa
tion." Article 14, paragraph 6, stipulates that 
"When a person has by a final decision been 
convicted of a criminal offence and when 
subsequently his conviction has been re
versed or he has been pardoned on the ground 
that a new or newly discovered fact shows 
conclusively that there has been a mis-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
carriage of justice, the person who has suf
fered punishment as a result of such convic
tion shall be compensated according to law, 
unless it is proved that the non-disclosure of 
the unknown fact in time is wholly or partly 
attributable to him." The "understanding" 
appended by the United States Senate on 2 
April 1992 when given advice and consent to 
the president on the ratification of the 
Convenant provides: "That the United States 
understands the right to compensation re
ferred to in Articles 9(5) and 14(6) to require 
the provision of effective and enforceable 
mechanisms by which a victim of an unlaw
ful arrest or detention or a miscarriage of 
justice may seek and, where justified;obtain 
compensation from either the responsible in
dividual or the appropriate governmental en
tity. Entitlement to compensation may be 
subject to the reasonable requirements of do
mestic law." Thus, it cannot be excluded 
that Mr. Demjanjuk, who was detained for 
many years as the presumed Ivan the Ter
rible, and who has been found not to be this 
person, may have a legitimate claim for 
compensation. But it is doubtful whether Mr. 
Demjanjuk or his family want any com
pensation. What they would probably prefer 
is an end to the 17 years of litigation. 

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 

agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest-designated by the Rules Com
mittee-of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday. 
June 16, 1994, may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today's RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

JUNE 17 
9:30 a.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings on implementation of 

the Department of Energy's alternative 
fuel vehicle and fleet programs. 

SD-366 
10:00 a.m. 

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
Nutrition and Investigations Subcommit

tee 
To resume hearings on S. 1614, authoriz

ing funds through fiscal year 1998 for 
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programs of the Child Nutrition Act 
and the National School Lunch Act. 

SD-562 
Finance 
Deficits, Debt Management and Long Term 

Economic Growth Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine the United 

States' saving crisis and implications 
for security and long-term growth. 

SD-215 
Foreign Relations 

To hold hearings on the nominations of 
Mary Ann Casey, of Colorado, to be 
Ambassador to the Republic of Tunisia, 
Raymond Edwin Mabus, Jr., of Mis
sissippi, to be Ambassador to the King
dom of Saudi Arabia, Ronald E. Neu
marin, of Virginia, to be Ambassador to 
the Democratic and Popular Republic 
.of Algeria, and David M. Ransom, of 
the District of Columbia, to be Ambas
sador to the State of Bahrain. 

SD-419 

JUNE 20 
8:30 a.m. 

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To hold hearings on pending nomina-

tions. 
SR-332 

JUNE 21 
9:30 a.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands, National Parks and Forests 

Subcommittee 
To hold oversight hearings on the pro

posed location of the Disney's America 
project and its potential impact on the 
Manassas National Battlefield Park 
and other significant historic sites in 
northern Virginia. 

SD-366 
10:00 a.m. 

Judiciary 
Courts and Administrative Practice Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on S. 825, to amend title 

28 of the United States Code to permit 
a foreign state to be subject to the ju
risdiction of Federal or State courts in 
any case involving an act of inter
national terrorism. 

SD-226 
2:00 p.m. 

Judiciary 
To hold hearings on pending nomina-

tions. 
SD-226 

JUNE 22 
9:30 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Communications Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
relating to public rights of way. 

SR-253 
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JUNE 23 

9:00 a.m. 
Office of Technology Assessment Board 

meeting, to consider pending business. 
EF-100, Capitol 

9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To hold oversight hearings to examine 
the scientific and technological basis 
for radon policy. 

SD-366 
Rules and Administration 

To hold hearings on the nominations of 
Lee Ann Elliott, of Virginia, and 
Danny Lee McDonald, of Oklahoma, 
each to be a Member of the Federal 
Election Commission. 

SR.301 
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10:30 a.m. 

Rules and Administration 
To hold oversight hearings on the oper

ations of the Office of the Architect of 
the Capitol. 

2:00 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Water and Power Subcommittee 

SR.301 

To hold oversight hearings on the imple
mentation of the Central Valley 
Project Improvement Act and the co
ordination of these actions with other 
Federal protection and restoration ef
forts in the San Francisco Bay/Sac
ramento-San Joaquin Delta. 

SD-366 
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JUNE 28 

9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Energy Research and Development Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on S. 2104, to establish 

within the National Laboratories of 
the Department of Energy a national 
Albert Einstein Distinguished Educa
tor Fellowship Program. 

SD-366 

JUNE 29 
2:30 p.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Communications Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 2120, to authorize 
appropriations for the Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting for fiscal years 
1997 through 1999. 

SR-253 
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